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Secular Jurisdiction over the Armenian Church 
(Fourth-Seventh Centuries) 


NINA G. GARSOÍAN 


Various aspects of the early Armenian church, from the consecration 
of its first patriarch, Saint Gregory the Illuminator, at Caesarea of 
Cappadocia in 314! to the period of the Arab invasions of the mid- 
seventh century, have been the subject of numerous studies to date.? 
Because of Armenia's precarious position between the major powers of 
Byzantium and Sasanian Persia and its own early assertion of ecclesias- 
tical autonomy, this autonomy has been both affirmed and questioned.? 
The precise date of Armenia's rejection of the Council of Chalcedon and 
consequently of its dogmatic break with Constantinople is still open to 
question,^ and the nuances of its own Christology are insistently 
debated.? In view of these and other unresolved problems, the time has 


! P. Ananian, "La date e le circostanze della consecrazione di S. Gregorio Illuminatore," 
Le Muséon, vol. 84 (1961). 

2 It is impossible, of course, to provide a complete bibliography of the early Armenian 
church here. Two major surveys, both in Armenian, are M. Ormanean, Azgapatum, 
vol. 1 (Constantinople, 1912), and H.S. Kogean, Hayoc“ ekelec'in (Beirut, 1961). Among 
the earlier western works, see: H. Gelzer, "Die Anfánge der armenischen Kirche," Berichte 
der königlichen sächsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaft (1895); S. Weber, Die katolische 
Kirche in Armenien (Freiburg i/B, 1903); J. Markwart, Die Entstehung der armenischen 
Bistümer, ed. J. Messina (Rome, 1932); as well as the numerous articles by P. Peeters. The 
relations between the Armenian church and the contemporary social structure of the 
country were first analyzed in N. Adontz, Armenia in the Period of Justinian, ed. and trans. 
N.G. Garsoian (Louvain, 1970), ch. xii. The period preceding the Armeno-Georgian 
schism was studied by N. Akinean, Kiwrion kat'olikos Vrac'... (k'aFasnameay Srjan Hayoc“ 
ekelec'akan patmut‘enén, 574-610) (Vienna, 1910). Finally references will continually be 
made here to G. Garitte's masterly analysis, La Narratio de rebus Armeniae (Louvain, 
1952). Also see below, fns. 4, 5. 

* See, e.g., Adontz, Armenia, p. 254, for the opposing views of K. Ter Mkrtc‘ean and 
N. Marr. 

4 [nter alia, V. Inglisian, *Chalkedon und die armenische Kirche,” in A. Grillmeier and 
H. Bacht, eds., Das Konzil von Chalkedon, vol. 2 (Würzburg, [1953], pp. 361-417; 
K. Sarkisian, The Council of Chalcedon and the Armenian Church (London, 1965). 

5 [n addition to the general works listed in fn. 2 above, see J. Gat'rc'ean, Himnakan 
tarberut'iwn kat'olike ew Ejmiacnakan dawanut'eanc' (Constantinople, 1864); A. Balgy, 
Historia doctrinae catholicae inter armenos (Vienna, 1878); F. Tournebize, Histoire 
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obviously not yet come to attempt a new synthesis, nor is it my intention 
to pursue theological discussions in the present brief exposition. The 
question on which I should like to focus here is not one of doctrine, but 
of jurisdiction. 

Pursuing the question of Armenian ecclesiastical autonomy, Gérard 
Garitte, in his major study of this period, maintained the accepted 
position that Armenia had remained under the jurisdiction of the see 
of Caesarea until the middle of the fifth century, when it became 
autocephalous after its rejection of Chalcedonian Orthodoxy.? Much 
earlier, however, Nicholas Adontz, in his study of the relationship 
between the Armenian church and the characteristic **para-feudal" 
naxarar social structure of early Armenia, had posited that “the heads of 
the [Armenian] Church changed in accordance with political influence," 
Roman or Persian.’ He argued further that the patriarch (or kat'olikos) 
of Armenia, because of his position as bishop of the royal domain and 
court, was appointed by the native Arsacid kings and that this prerog- 
ative passed to Persia after the downfall of the Armenian dynasty.? In 
light of these disagreements, and of the indefinite character of the 
“political influence" exerted over the Armenian ecclesiastical hierarchy, 
a closer look at the activities of the secular powers of the day is not 
unwarranted. 

For all of the elaboration of the interior hierarchy of the Christian 
church culminating in the twenty-eighth canon of the Council of 
Chalcedon,? the question of secular interference in church affairs 
remained a crucial one throughout the period under consideration. In 
Constantinople, from the very period of its founder, the emperor, 
isapostolos, Christomimetes, earthly icon of the divine perfection 
according to the Eusebian theory, accepted few limitations to his authority 
in ecclesiastical affairs.!? In matters of dogma, Maximus Confessor, at 


politique et religieuse de l'Arménie (Paris, 1910), pp. 86-99, fns. 312-14, 320-23, 333-35, 
346-48, 350-51, et passim; V. Hacuni, Karewor Xndirner Hay ekelec'woy patmut'enen 
(Venice, 1927); M. Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab ecclesia 
catholica dissidentium, vol. 5 (Paris, 1935), pp. 478-543. Given the subject, it is not 
surprizing that much of the analysis is contaminated with polemics. 

© Garitte, Narratio, pp. 56-57. 

7 Adontz, Armenia, p. 275; cf. pp. 269, 271-72. 

8  Adontz, Armenia, pp. 287-88. 

? Inter alia, F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in-Byzantium (Cambridge, Mass., 1958), 
pp. 3-105. 

10 Eusebius, Oratio de laudibus Constantini, iii [2 H. A. Drake tr. In Praise of Constantine 
(Los Angeles, etc., 1976), pp. 86-88]; cf. F. Dvornik, Early Christian and Byzantine Political 
Philosophy, vol. 2 (Washington, 1966), pp. 611sqq., esp. 616-622. 
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his own bitter cost, or John of Damascus, safe beyond the imperial 
frontier, might assert that the emperor, as a layman, could not meddle 
in the church.!! In the preface to his Sixth Novella, Justinian might 
differentiate between '1£pocóvn (sacerdotium) and Bacheta (imperium), 
though he went on to legislate on episcopal appointments.!? Never- 
theless, the emperor, and only he, summoned cecumenical councils and 
promulgated their decisions as law. The fates of John Chrysostom, Popes 
Virgilius and Martin, or the numerous bishops exiled or recalled at the 
will of the successors of Constantine during the crises of the fourth and 
fifth centuries testify all too eloquently to the heavy hand laid by the 
emperor over ecclesiastical hierarchs, as would his control of patriarchal 
elections.!? Even in the distant west, Gregory the Great seems to have 
conceded to Maurice some say over his accession to the papal throne.!* 

The Zoroastrian king of kings exercised the same prerogatives equally 
effectively, although perhaps less extensively, over the Christian church 
within his realm. The Council of Seleucia-Ctesiphon of 410 recognized 
his right to call ecclesiastical councils and promulgate their decisions, 
and to designate or ratify the election of patriarchal or episcopal 
candidates. Similarly, it set the order of precedence for Persian metro- 
politans according to the status of their cities, as would later be done at 
Chalcedon.!5 Thus, on both sides of the Armenian borders, the ruler's 


!! For Maximus Confessor, see Patrologia Graeca (hereafter P.G.), XC, col. 117B-C. 
For John of Damascus, P.G., XCIV, cols. 1295, 1297, 1302. Cf. H. Yedin, ed., History of 
the Church (New York, 1980), pp. 460-61. 

!? Corpus luris Civilis, I: Novellae, ed. R. Schoell and G. Kroll (Berlin, 1899), pp. 35-36. 
!3 For John Chrysostom, Virgilius and Martin, see Yedin, History of the Church, 2: 89, 
128, 257-58, 452-55, 491. For the patriarchal designation at Constantinople, see The 
Cambridge Mediaeval History, vol. 4, pt. 2, ed. J. Hussey (Cambridge, 1967), pp. 10-11, 
109-110, etc. 

14 The salutation of Gregory’s Letter to Maurice, MGH, Epistulae, 1, 220, 2, "Indignus 
pietatis vestrae famulus," may be no more than current rhetoric on the part of the "Servus 
servorum Domini," although the dominus here is unquestionably an earthly one; however, 
the commentary of Gregory of Tours, “Historiarum Libri X," MGH, Scriptores, 1, pt I, 
fasc. ii, X, i, 9-17, pp. 478-479 (*... hoc apicem adtentius fugire temptans [Gregorius] ... 
Unde factum est, ut epistulam ad imperatorem Mauricium dirigeret, ... coniurans et multa 
praece deposcens, ne umquam consensum praeberet populis, ut hunc huius honoris gloria 
sublimaret. ... At ille [Mauricius] gratias Deo agens pro amicitia diaconi, quod repperisset 
locum honoris eius, data praeceptione, ipsum iussit institui"), clearly indicates the imperial 
jurisdictional prerogative in this matter. 

15 Synodicon Orientale, ed. and trans. J.-B. Chabot (Paris, 1902), pp. 254-273; cf. 
J. Labourt, Le Christianisme dans l'empire perse sous la dynastie des Sassanides (Paris, 
1904), pp. 92-100, 119-25, 139, 327-28, 333-34, etc.; N.G. Garsoian, “Armenia in the 
Fourth Century: An Attempt to Redefine the Terms ‘Armenia’ and ‘Loyalty, " Revue des 
études arméniennes (hereafter REArm), n.s. 8 (1971): 347-351 and footnotes. 
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jurisdiction over his own church and its hierarchy de facto, if not always 
de jure, was generally accepted as common practice. 

Imperial control over the Armenian church both before and after the 
Council of Chalcedon has long been amply documented, and I have 
attempted elsewhere to trace the correlation between Armenian and 
imperial religious policies in the fourth century.!? The consecration of 
the Armenian patriarchs at Caesarea of Cappadocia from Gregory I to 
the murder of Nerses I (314-ca.374) has never been challenged.!" In the 
provinces of Armenia Minor west of the Euphrates, bishops conformed 
fully to the imperial norms. As the Byzantine frontier moved eastward 
after the partition of the Armenian kingdom ca. 387 and again in 591, 
these norms were apparently extended to the newly annexed territories. 
Their bishops attended the cecumenical councils of Chalcedon and 
Constantinople (553, 680, 692);'® the bishops of Roman Armenia 
dutifully came to the council of union summoned by Maurice in 591 that 
was spurned by their eastern colleagues.!? It is particularly interesting 
to observe in this connection that, with the exception of the sees 
of Daranalik'/Daranalis, Taron, and perhaps Derjan/Derxene,?? these 
bishops were identified with cities according to common ecclesiastical 
practice (Gregory of Justinianpolis, Marianos of Kitharizon, Theodore 
of Karin/Theodosiopolis),??! and not with noble clans or domains 


16 N.G. Garsoian, "Politique ou orthodoxie? L'Arménie au quatrième siècle,” REArm, 


n.s. 4 (1976): 297-320. 

17 Ananian, “La date." The one exception seems to be Aristakes, who was consecrated 
by his father Gregory; see Agat angelos, Pamut'iwn Hayoc', ed. G. Ter Mkrté‘ean and 
S. Kananeanc’ (Tiflis, 1909), decclxii [= Agathangelos: History of the Armenians, trans. 
R. W. Thomson (Albany, 1976), p. 397]. But, as observed by Adontz, Armenia, p. 285, this 
probably occurred before the regularisation of episcopal ordinations at the Council of 
Nicaea. The question of Armenian patriarchal and episcopal consecrations after 374 will 
be discussed later. 

18 Adontz, Armenia, pp. 73, 284. 

19 Narratio, 8 103-105, pp. 40-41: *103 ‘Qoabdtws 5é Kai tfj; Aoroupakàv yapas oi 
&niokonot, Kai Sool UNTPYOV ONO tův tæv IIepoóov é&ovoiav, ok rj0£Anqoav dngAOciv. 
104 Oi è £níockono: tob Tapóv, kai óvtgg ONO tùv £&ovoíav tov 'Popaiov, ànijA00ov £i 
KovotavtivobnoAiv. 105 kai peyaA@s &£peovrjcavteg £neio0noav toig "Popaíotg Kai 
£yypavyápevot ug0  ópkov covvopoAóynoav avtoic.” Cf. Gantte, Narratio, p. 227, for the 
parallel ninth-century version of the Georgian kat'olikos Arsen, and p. 245. 

20 Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, IX, 645, 613, 993. 
“Tewpyiov éntokónzovu AapaváAsoc tfjg MeyaAns Appeviac”’; Koriwn, Vark ' s. Mastoc ii, 
ed. N. Akinean (Vienna, 1952), xiv, p. 38, “ bupulinujnu "ipu, apace uini 
lnstp hip.” See preceding note for Tarōn. 

21 Mansi, IX, 391, “Gregorius ... ep. Iustinianopolitarum civitatis magnae Armeniae” 
ibid., XI, 1005, "Mapiavógc ävağ ex. Ki0apiGov týs mpatns TOV 'Appeviov £napyíac." 
Cf. Adontz, Armenia, p. 284 and 474, fn. 69. Yovhannés Mayragomec'i “Letter,” apud 
Movsés Kalankatwac' woy, Patmut' iwn Alwanic’ asyarhi, ed. M. Emin (Moscow, 1860), 
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(Mersapuh bishop of the Mamikonean; Xabbay bishop of the Arcruni, 
Sahé bishop of the Amatuni), as was the characteristic Armenian 
custom.?? 

Even after the partition of Armenia and the subsequent breach 
between the Greek and Armenian churches, the emperors seem to have 
considered themselves entitled to summon all Armenian bishops both 
within and without their territories to councils of union. In 572, 
Justin II exploited the asylum sought by the kat'olikos John II Gabelean 
in Constantinople to force him into communion with the Greeks.?? 
Twenty years later, in 591, Maurice summoned the then kat'olikos 
Movses II Elivardec'i to a second council for the same purpose.?* In 


pp. 212-213 [= The History of the Caucasian Albanians of Movsés Dasxuranci, trans. 
C.J. F. Dowsett (London, 1961), p. 172]: "T'eodoros, bishop of Karin (Theodosiopolis), 
called *the chief philosopher.' " Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 247, 251-52. Havuk of Kukayaric 
mentioned by Movsés Xorenac'i, Patmut ‘iwn Hayoc‘, ed. M. Abelean and S. Yarut'iwnean 
(Tiflis, 1913), IH, Ixv [= Moses Khorenats'i, History of the Armenians, trans. R.W. 
Thomson (Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1978), p. 342, fn. 2], may have been another 
bishop of Kitharizon, and was in any case an urban bishop, cf. Adontz, Armenia, 
pp. 13-16, 18-20, 308 n. 27, 207* on Kitharizon. All the bishops of Armenia Minor are, of 
course, urban bishops on the normal pattern; ibid., pp. 73-74, 48*-61*, for the various 
conciliar lists. 

22 . [n general Armenian bishops signed conciliar acts with their name and that of their 
clan, which coincides with the name of its domains, e.g., for the council of 505/6: 
« h yf. bpouugnic U wiplnbt hg bu pulawynu pe h huppu Upopachiurg bufhu— 
lnunu, h Gult Uduunnchbwg Euphuljnunu :**»; Adontz, Armenia, pp. 94*-102*, 
especially 95*-96*. See also, Sebéos, Patmut‘iwn Sebéosi, ed. G. V. Abgaryan (Erevan, 
1979), xxiii, p. 95 [= Histoire d'Héraclius par l'évêque Sebéos, trans. F. Macler (Paris, 
1904), p. 41]: "Stephannos de Siunie ... scella de son sceau, de celui de l'évéque de sa 
maison et de ceux d'autres princes de Siunie, ....”” 

?? Narratio, 880-81 = Arsen kat'olikos, ibid., pp. 326-327, who is more accurate than 
the Narratio in that he does not confuse the Armenian Council of Union of 572 with the 
Fifth CEcumenical Council of 553. He exaggerates, however, as we shall see, in the 
assertions that “tous unanimement, ils reçurent le concile de Chalcédoine; d'elle méme, 
toute l'Arménie anathématisa et condamna celui qui le critique et ils s'unirent avec eux [les 
Grecs]." There is no doubt in either text, however, that the order to hold the council 
emanated from the emperor, although this order is direct in Arsen, but channeled through 
the Armenian commander Vardan II Mamikonean in the Narratio. Cf. Garitte, Narratio, 
pp. 175-202, for additional relevant sources and the attendant circumstances; also 
N. G. Garsoian, “Le Role de l'hiérarchie chrétienne dans les rapports diplomatiques entre 
Byzance et les Sassanides," RE Arm, n.s. 10 (1973-1974), especially p. 136 and fn. 73, for 
the attempts to mask the communion of the Armenian patriarch with the Greeks. The 
Armenian source closest in point of time, the History of Sebéos, is significantly silent 
about this entire episode. 

^ Narratio, § 101: “Kai npooétatev ó Baci eo; [Mavpixtoc] 514 ypappátov nüvtag 
tovs £rickónouc Appeviov Kai tov kaOoAixóv Moofjv obv toic ypappatedoiv adtod 
rapayev£o0at etc Kwotavtivobnodiv.” Arsén kat'olikos, ibid., p. 328, is equally categori- 
cal: “Alors le roi ordonna au catholicos d'Arménie Moise (mose) et à tous les évéques 
de venir a Constantinople, d'examiner de nouveau (la question) et d'établir la verité.” As 
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632/33 Heraclius convoked the kat olikos Ezr to Karin/Theodosiopolis 
and compelled a third reaffirmation of the union.?? Even after the 
beginning of the Arab invasions, Constans II pressured the kat'olikos 
Nersés III into accepting communion with the Greeks during the imperial 
residence in the Armenian capital of Dwin in the winter of 652-653,?9 
and Justinian II, in the fifth year of his reign, briefly extorted the same 
results from the kat'olikos Sahak III and the Armenian princes at a 
probable council that the Armenian sources describe as a captivity.?’ 


noted earlier, the bishops from imperial Armenia attended the council and signed the act 
of union (see above fn. 19, for the text). Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 225-226; Ormanean, 
Azgapatum, l1: cols. 579-581; and P. Goubert, Byzance avant l'Islam, vol. 1: Byzance et 
l'Orient (Paris, 1951), pp. 191-218, for the background. of these events. There is no 
question as to the presence of Chalcedonism in Armenia during the sixth to eighth 
centuries, but the problem under consideration in the present study is that of imperial 
interference. 

25 Narratio, 8 121-122: "Kai v t@ 5° tet tů teevtňs Xoopoóov [II] xai tà xy” EteEr 
ths Pactreiac HpakAseiou, ¿Abov év ttj MeyaAn Appeviq, ExéAevoe obvodov yevéo0at 
HEYGANV EV TAVTOV TOV EXLOKOTOV kai ó.000KkáAov ctv TO KAaBOALK® "Eoópq Kai nào 
toig ACatoic èv Oeodoo1ovndAEt Epevvav noijoai Kai ideiv mepi ... tfjg svvoddov 
XaAxnóóvoc. 122 "Hpeóvnoav ovv 61a tpiükovta Tjugpóv, Kai éneio@noav oi Appévior 
and TOV Ypagav kai Opooav Eyypaqwe iðioxeipws umkétt üvteuxeiv nepi toóotov." In the 
parallel passage, pp. 329-330, Arsen kat'olikos gives substantially the same account, and 
notes that it was the "third time" that the matter had been discussed between the 
Armenians and the Greeks. Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 278-337, esp. 302-311. Only Sebéos, 
History, xli, pp. 131-132 [= trans. Macler, pp. 91-92] speaks of a meeting rather than a 
council and suggests that the kat'olikos had gone to meet Heraclius because of the threats 
of the Armenian commander Mzéz Gnuni: “il dit au catholicos Ezr d'aller dans la région 
des frontiéres et de communier loyalement avec l'empereur, 'sinon, nous nous ferons un 
autre catholicos, et toi tu exerceras ton pouvoir sur les régions perses' ... Le catholicos se 
rendit en Asorestan [sic] et négocia [sc. communia] avec lui ...." Even the historian 
Yovhannes Drasyanakertc'i [the Kat'olikos], Patmut'iwn Hayoc‘ (Tiflis, 1912), xviii, p. 77 
[= Histoire d'Arménie par le Patriarche Jean VI, trans. M.J. Saint-Martin (Paris, 1841), 
p. 66], who follows Sebéos almost verbatim, states that Mzez Gnuni had been sent by 
Heraclius. Cf. Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1, cols. 687-693. 

26 Narratio, § 138, “Ote 5& ó Nopo£ong Étuye tov Opóvov, Eni nAEiov étapayOn: 
EBAene yap ovykoiwovobvta aùtòv tõ Bacci TOV "Popaiov." The Narratio is less 
precise than usual concerning this episode, as is also the case of the parallel text of the 
kat'olikos Arsen, ibid., p. 331; cf. Garitte, Narratio, p. 282, 340. However, Sebeos states 
clearly in his History, xlv, p. 148 [= trans. Macler, p. 112] that the kat'olikos Nerses III 
and the Armenian clergy had not accepted the union with the Greeks. But when the 
emperor "se rendit lui-méme avec 20.000 hommes dans l'Ararat et, arrivé à Dwin il 
s'installa dans la maison du catholicos ... le jour de dimanche, dans l'église de ‘saint 
Grégoire, le concile de Chalcédoine fut préché; la messe fut célébrée à la romaine par un 
prétre romain; l'empereur, le catholicos et tous les évéques, les uns de gré les autres malgré 
eux, communiérent; ...," xlviii-xlix, pp. 166-167 [= trans. Macler, pp. 135-136]. Cf. 
Ormanean, Azgapatum, I, cols. 712-15, 717-20. 

27 Narratio, § 144: “‘O è t@ & aùtoð [Justinian II] &tet kaAécag tov ka0oAXióv 
'Ioaük ovv toig érickómoig eis KootavtivoóoroAtv, fjvoogv abtobs toig ópoAoyobot 
tag o gboeic tov Kupiou kai O£oD pov, ... Kai yypápaç Opooav pnkénu 
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Finally, on a more individual basis, the emperor Constantius, late in 
the fourth century, did not hesitate to send the Armenian patriarch 
Nerses I into exile together with Byzantine anti-Arian bishops.?? Two 
centuries later, Maurice may have forced the installation of John of 
Bagaran as Chalcedonian anti-kat‘olikos in the newly acquired imperial 
portion of Armenia, as is asserted by most Armenian sources, although 
the nearly contemporary Letter of the controversial theologian John 
Mayragomec' i and the pro-Chalcedonian account known as the Narratio 
de rebus Armeniae attribute the schism to the initiative of Theodore of 
Karin and other local bishops.?? 

Under these circumstances, occasional cases of high-handed imperial 
interference in Armenia cannot be denied. They do not prove, however, 


avtoyñoar.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 350-356; Ormanean, Azgapatum, I, cols. 766-767. 
As Garitte observes, the fact that the Narratio is the only source to mention this summons 
to Constantinople does not invalidate its accuracy. Nor is the locus of the union, 
Constantinople or Armenia, relevant to the present discussion. What is important here is 
the emperor's right to summon the Armenian kat'olikos in the eyes of the Chalcedonian 
author of the Narratio, and the view of the Armenian church that this was an act of 
oppressive tyranny, to be equated with coercion and captivity rather than lawful practice, 
as is evident from the account of Stephen of Taron [Asolik], Patmut'iwn Tiezerakal, 
2nd ed., vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1885), pt. 2, pp. 100-101 [= Garitte, Narratio, pp. 351-352]: 
“Or, au cours de la quatrième année, Yustinianos lui-même, faisant irruption avec une 
puissante armée, vint dans une région d'Arménie, ... il manda alors tous les princes de 
ces pays, et ils se rendirent auprés de lui, non pas de bon gré, mais par contrainte. Alors 
l'empereur ayant pris avec lui quelques-uns des princes et ayant exigé les fils de quelques 
autres comme Otages, et avec eux également le catholicos d'Arménie Sahak avec cinq 
évéques, il les détint auprés de lui. Et ayant honoré certains princes de cadeaux royaux, il les 
établit princes de ces pays ...; (il laissa) une armée de 30.000 hommes comme aide pour ces 
princes, et lui-méme retrourna à Constantinople." 

28 N.G. Garsoian, "Quidam Narseus — A Note on the Mission of St. Nerses the Great," 
Armeniaca (Venice, 1969), pp. 148-164. 

29 Narratio, § 107: “énoinoav [the Armenian Chalcedonians] è éavtoig kaO0oA1kóv 
TOV "Ioávvnv ånò tod Koxoftàv Maxpav tig xópac." Cf. Garitte, Narratio, p. 251. 
Movses Kalankatwac'i/Dasyuranc'i, II, xlvi, pp. 303-304 [= trans. Dowsett, p. 172]: 
“Then, at the time of the schism in the Armenian patriarchate, a great dispute broke out 
between Movses [the Armenian kat‘otikos] and T'eodoros, bishop of Karin ... Movses 
summoned a synod of the doctors of divinity [vardapets] of his region and instructed 
them not to commune with the Greeks who submitted to the Council of Chalcedon ... 
T'eodoros then ordered the bishops in his part of Armenia to assemble in the town of 
Karin, saying: ‘We must elect a catholicos’; and the Greeks [Romans] saw fit to establish 
Yohan's [the Chalcedonian kat'olikos'] patriarchal. residence nearby in Awan [on the 
imperial side of the border], and there was discord between them, for those consecrated 
by Yohan were not recognized by Movsés.” The importance of Theodore's róle is 
supported by the fact that the Georgian version of the Narratio names him, rather than 
John, as the Chalcedonian anti-kat‘otikos; Garitte, Narratio, p. 412: “Quant à eux [the 
Chalcedonian Armenians] ils se donnérent comme catholicos Théodore kokusteli du pays 
de Paprantis." 
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that this interference was warranted or in any way acceptable to the 
Armenians, and considerable evidence suggests that the position of 
Byzantine secular authorities in Armenian ecclesiastical affairs may have 
been considerably overstated. Three significant factors are already 
manifest. In the kingdom of Greater Armenia, as opposed to the imperial 
provinces of Armenia Minor and the annexed territories, a gap of two 
centuries separated the imperial intrusions of the fourth century from 
those of the late sixth and seventh. Moreover, after the fourth century 
overt imperial jurisdiction or coercion over Armenian ecclesiastical 
authorities could be exercised only at times of major Armenian crises: in 
572, as a result of the flight to the imperial capital of the kat'olikos 
John II following the failure of the Armenian revolt against Persia; in 591, 
upon Xusro II’s cession of a large portion of Persarmenia to Byzantium; 
under Heraclius, Constans II, and Justinian II, when large imperial 
armies were stationed on Armenian territory.?? Indeed, in the List of 
Armenian Councils attributed to the early eighth-century kat olikos John 
Ojnec i, these councils, with the sole exception of the Council of Dwin 
of 555, have no reference to the imperial authorities and are dated 
according to the regnal year of the Persian king of kings.?! Even more 
significantly, the List stresses twice that the pro-Chalcedonian kat olikos 
Ezr “was not acceptable to the holy church because he had received the 
patriarchate at the order of Heraclius king of the Romans,” and it goes - 
on to elaborate that Ezr had received the patriarchal authority from 
Heraclius at the Council of Karin under exceptional circumstances, 
since Heraclius, “was ruling over the Armenians and the Romans only 
because King Xosrov had been killed and lost his sovereignty, for until 


30 See above, fns. 26-27, for the evident coercion used on some of the Armenians to 


force them into communion with Constans II and Justinian II, as well as for the size of 
the army brought to Armenia by Justinian II and left behind to enforce his policies. The 
taking and razing of the Armenian capital of Dwin by Heraclius in 623, and his use of the 
country as winter quarters during his war with Persia, undoubtedly taught the natives a 
sharp lesson; the emperor seems to have been present at Karin/Theodosiopolis at the 
time of the council of union to support its authority. See, e.g., G. Ostrogorsky, History of 
the Byzantine State, rev. ed. (New Brunswick, 1969), p. 102, and above fn. 25. On the 
invasion and forces of Constans II, see A. Ter Ghewondyan, Armeniia i Arabskii Khalifat 
(Erevan, 1977), pp. 36-39. 

31 "Yovhannu Imastasiri Hayoc' kat'ulikosi saks Zolovoc' or elen i Hayk'," Girk ' T‘Itoc‘ 
[The Book of Letters, hereafter BL] (Tiflis, 1901), p. 221. The actual “Oath of Union" 
of the Council of Dwin, however, dates it merely in “the twenty-fourth year of Xosrov, 
king of kings," BL, p. 72, without the reference to Justinian's regnal year given in the 
"List" ; while the Chalcedonian Narratio understandably puts Justinian in first place. Cf. 
Garitte, Narratio, pp. 35, 131-32, 159-160, and N.G. Garsoian, The Paulician Heresy 
(Paris and The Hague, 1967), pp. 88-89, 236-238. 
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that time the Armenians were subject to the hand of Xosrov, king of 
Persia." ?? Finally, all the forced unions between the Armenian church 
and the Orthodox empire proved abortive. Like their designation of 
Armenian anti-patriarchs, imperial summons to joint councils were 
regarded by the Armenians as abusive compulsions to be equated with 
imprisonment rather than as acceptable jurisdictional rights vested in the 
emperor.?? Force would always have the last word where circumstances 
permitted, but the curt answer returned by the kat'olikos Movses II to 
Maurice's convocation to the council of 591: 


“I shall not cross the Azat river — that is the Persian border — to eat the p'urnid 
[oven baked bread] of the Greeks, nor will I drink their t‘ermon [hot water]" 


with its famous liturgical and theological jibe,?^ all too clearly 
manifested the Armenian church's contempt for the imperial authority. 

If after the fourth century the Romans had little legitimate authority 
over the Armenian church in normal times, the situation within the 
autonomous Arsacid kingdom of Greater Armenia during the century 
that the native dynasty survived the official Christianization of its realm 
(314-428/9) was likewise less straightforward than Adontz would have us 
believe.?? A state of tension prevailed between the crown and the church 


°? BL, pp. 221-223:|) «bqp lujo nig hijnu. puglibgnhhlj, np ns phgmp ummp 
EhEqtgh, iuuh gf wuju Gap phlpuqus qéuppuujEinni fè [nh Cpr Haus bs re 2bpuligph 
(Pugurnpfl 2nnnádng, --- » (221) « Ge wn [qp] quien mtpmfpkub [npn] fh 
dngni[nji Guipliny h [fp uqunpt Ze pula, np un fir Puquinpbug 2uijng Eu 
Annnóng, [wub gh uiui qhaupnd up pui Qu pufrg EL Epuipd qb uquinpn— 
Phab npu, puligph quib ijujn Chuqubnbuy Lh Zu. p piq abnuüp Naupada 
ui pu Qupufyg >» (223). Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 286-287, who omits the second 
quotation as a repetition, "sans données nouvelles" (p. 287, fn. 1) without noting the stress 
laid in the second passage on Xusro II’s suzerainty over Armenia and Heraclius's intrusion 
as a result of the murder of the Persian king. 

33 See above, fn. 27. 

*^ Arsen kat'olikos, apud Garitte, Narratio, pp. 226-227, “Or Moise le Catholicos n'obéit 
pas, mais il parla ainsi aux envoyés: ‘Je ne passerai pas le fleuve Azat (azac') — qui est 
la frontière des Perses —, je ne mangerai pas le p 'urnid des Grecs, ni non plus je ne boirai 
leur t'ermon' ; et de méme les évêques du Vaspourakan (vaspuragan) qui étaient sous la 
puissance des Perses ne voulurent pas partir." Cf. ibid., pp. 225-244. Narratio, § 102, 
is a trifle shorter, but its intent is precisely the same: '*'O 5& ka00Aixóg Mocs ov 
Nposéaye toig rpootayOeioi, Aé£yov: “Od uù napéAOw tòv notapov ACat ovd’ od ph 
Paya qoupvitüpiv 008^ od pù ziw Oeppov’.” The references to p'urnid and t'ermon are 
unquestionably to the Greek use of leavened bread rather than the Armenian azymes for 
the host, and to the admixture of hot water in the chalice of communion. According to 
Garitte, Narratio, p. 243, this is apparently the earliest reference to the Greek practice of 
mixing wine and water — symbolizing Christ's two natures — in the chalice. 

35 See above, p. 221, and fn. 8. 


SECULAR JURISDICTION OVER THE ARMENIAN CHURCH 229 


through much of this century and the undoubted royal prerogatives were 
never absolute. 

Insofar as its dogmatic assemblies were concerned, the Armenian 
church seems to have shown a remarkable degree of autonomy from 
early times. The summoning of Armenian bishops to imperial councils 
may be presented as a normal occurrence by the pro-Chalcedonian 
Narratio, loyal to the Byzantine point of view, but its attitude is hardly 
representative of the general position of the Armenian church. Despite 
the persistent anachronistic tradition that the patriarch Nerses I had 
been present at the Council of Constantinople in 381, there is not the 
slightest evidence that Armenia Magna — as against Armenia Minor and 
the annexed territories — was represented at any cecumenical council 
after Nicaea.?9 Even on a lesser occasion, the exceptional presence of the 
mysterious “‘Isakokis of Greater Armenian" at the synod of Antioch of 
364?" came at a time of total chaos in the Armenian kingdom, which had 
then been surrendered to the Persians by Jovian's “ignobile decretum" 
and deprived of its exiled patriarch.?? As such, his attendance was no 
more normative than the forced imperial councils of the sixth and 
seventh centuries already discussed. Within the country, Armenian 


36 See Garitte, Narratio, pp. 74-75, for the texts attesting Nerses's presence at the Council. 


It is not altogether correct, however, to assert that “la tradition arménienne unanime le 
[Nerses] fait ... assister à ce concile.” The Epic Histories attributed to P'awstos Buzand, 
probably the closest source in point of time, does not mention Nersés’s presence in 
Constantinople; [Ps.] P'awstos Buzandac'i, Patmut 'iwn Hayoc , 4th ed. (Venice, 1933), IV, 
xiii; V, xxix, etc. [= J.-B. Emine, "Faustus de Byzance, Bibliothéque historique," in V. 
Langlois, ed., Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de l'Arménie (hereafter CHAM A) 
vol. 1 (Paris, 1867), pp. 248, 290-91]. Even in the case of Armenia's representation at 
Nicaea, it is interesting that Movses Xorenac'i, II, Ixxxix [= MK, Thomson tr., p. 245] 
states that -both King Trdat of Armenia and the patriarch St. Gregory refused 
Constantine's summons to the Council and independently chose Aristakes to represent the 
kingdom of Greater Armenia, although the earlier History of Agat' angelos, decclxxxiv [= 
MK, Thomson tr., pp. 414/5] does not mention this refusal. 

37 Socrates Scholasticus, Historia ecclesiastica, III, xxv: 'Ioakókig Appeviac peyóAnc. 
This personage is perhaps the same as the 'Iooáxng listed among the orthodox bishops in 
St. Basil of Caesarea's Epistula xcii, “To the Italians and the Gauls.” Chronologically he 
may perhaps be identified with the C'unak imposed as Armenian patriarch during the exile 
of St. Nersés, who may also be the Sahak sometimes given as the successor of Nersés 
(Ps. P'B, IV, xv). In any case, Ps. P'awstos reiterates that C'unak was an anti-patriarch, 
irregularly consecrated, a man of nothing (Arm. é‘unak, “one who has nothing"), and the 
"slave of the slaves of the king." If so, he can hardly be taken as an official representative 
of the Armenian church. Cf. Adontz, Armenia, pp. 274-275; Garitte, Narratio, pp. 87-88, 
406, 415-21, especially 418 on the elusive Sahak and the succession of St. Nersés I; also see 
below, pp. 231-32, and fns. 45, 49, for C'unak's irregular consecration. 

38 Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum gestarum libri qui supersunt, XXV, vii 12-13. On 
Nersés’s exile, see Garsoian, “Quidam Narseus," pp. 149-156. 
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councils from the time of Nicaea until at least the Council of Dwin of 
555, if not the Council of Manazkert of 725/26 well into the Arab period, 
were in the main convoked by ecclesiastical rather than secular 
authorities, as against Byzantine custom.?? When the patriarchal throne 
was vacant, the Armenian bishops even tried on occasion, albeit with 
little success, to gather spontaneously without awaiting higher 
summons,*? and they met together with the lay magnates to advise the 
king on the choice of a suitable patriarchal candidate.*! 

In these cases of patriarchal elections, a fixed protocol was evidently 
observed through much of the fourth century, and the royal prerogatives 
were carefully safeguarded. The king met with the assembled bishops 
and magnates, selected a candidate, and sent him to Caesarea for 
consecration. There is no evidence that such assemblies were anything 
more than advisory : unlike dogmatic councils, they normally met at the 
king's summons, and never openly forced an unacceptable candidate 
on him. From the time of this baptism, King Trdat the Great took it 
upon himself to send a reluctant St. Gregory to Caesarea and to request 
his consecration. The same initiative was taken by his successors: Tiran 
for the patriarchs Yusik, P'arén and Sahak and Arsak II for St. Nersés 


39 See the “‘List of Armenian Councils," BL, pp. 220-233; Ps. P'B, IV, iv [= CHAMA, 1: 
239] and MX III, xx [= MK Thomson tr., p. 274] on Nerses I’s calling of the Council of 
Aštišat; MX III, lii [2 MK, p. 319], on the council held by Sahak I and Mesrop concerning 
the creation of the Armenian alphabet during King VramSapuh’s absence from his realm. 
Joseph, Sahak I’s locum tenens, is said to have called the Council of Sahapivan in 444; 
see Asolik, II, ii, p. 78 [= Dulaurier, p. 111] and below, fn. 89. For Nerses Ils Council of 
Dwin of 555, see Narratio, § 68-70, and the Treatise in Garitte, Narratio, pp. 131-132; | 
Asolik, II, ii, pp. 82-83 [= Dulaurier, p. 115], also fn. 31 above and fn. 64 below. On 
the later councils, see also fn. 29 above for Movsés II’s calling of an anti-Chalcedonian 
council; on Nersés III, see Narratio, § 140-141, and pp. 282-283, 298, 337, 340; as well 
as Lewond, Patmut'iwn Lewonday ..., 2nd ed., vol. 4 (St. Petersburg, 1887), p. 14 [= 
Ghewond, Histoire des guerres ... des Arabes en Arménie ..., trans. G. Chahnazarian (Paris, 
1856), p. 13; Asotik, II, ii, p. 91 [= Dulaurier, p. 122). For John Ojnec'i's calling of the 
Council of Manazkert, see ibid., pp. 102-103 [= Dulaurier, p. 131]. See also Ormanean, 
Azgapatum, I, cols. 169-170, 330, 478 (a possible council of John I Mandakuni), 502-504, 
545-52, 712-15, 717-20, 828-33, 838-44. 

*9  Asolik, II, ii, p. 78 [= Dulaurier, p. 111]: "Sourmag étant mort, les évéques d'Arménie 
se rassemblérent, et, s'étant mis en quéte pour lui trouver un successeur, choisirent un 
prétre nommé Joseph ... et avec l'assentiment de Vartan, ils le placérent sur le siége 
patriarcal.” A similar gathering took place after the death of the kat'olikos Movses II. 
See below, fns. 74, 86. 

41 Ps. PB, III, xiii-xv, xvii; IV, iii [= CHAMA, 1: 224-25, 227-28, 236, 238]; MX, III, xvi 
[= MK, pp. 269-270]. Movses Dasyuranc i, I, xxvi [= trans. Dowsett, p. 50], also shows 
the Albanian king Vacagan convoking a council to deal with matters of administration and 
jurisdiction. 
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the Great.*? Significantly, the candidate was accompanied on these 
journeys by secular nobles rather than bishops and the king formally 
received the new patriarch upon his return.*? In general practice as well, 
the royal will usually prevailed within the church. No royal patriarch 
was ever driven from his throne, despite the complaints of ecclesiastical 
writers on the unworthiness of some of the royal choices;** nor did the 
king fail to appoint his own candidate without consultation, when an 
occasion presented itself. Not only did Arsak II impose the dubious 
C'unak during St! Nersés’s long exile, although the patriarch had 
designated a vicar of his own choice, and did King Pap install Yusik 
or Sahak, unacceptable to Caesarea, after Nersés’s death,*5 but the 


42 


Agat'angelos, dccxciv-dccciv [= trans. Thomson, pp. 332/3-342/3] for St. Gregory; 
Ps. P'B, III, xii [= CHAMA, 1: 221-222] for Yusik; ibid., III, xvi [= CHAMA, 1: 227] for 
P'aren; III, xvii [2 CHAMA, 1: 228] for Sahak ; IV, iii-iv [= CHAMA, 1: 236, 238] for 
Nerses I. This practice came to an end with the murder of Nerses I, when Caesarea refused 
to consecrate his successor; see below, fn. 59. 

^3 Agat‘angetos, dccxcv-dccxcvi [= trans. Thomson, pp. 332/3-334/5]; Ps. PB, III, xii [= 
CHAMA, 1: 221-222], who stresses that this was "according to the customary usage”; 
ibid., III, xvi-xvii; IV, iv [2 CHAMA, 1: 227-28, 238]. The first meeting of the returning 
patriarch and the king was not altogether successful, according to Agat'angelos, dcccxvii- 
dcccexix [= trans. Thomson, pp. 354/5-356/7], but in both the cases of Y usik and Nerses I, the 
king went out to meet the patriarch, exchanged greetings with him and brought him to 
the country and to his cathedral church, Ps. P'B, III, xii; IV, iv [2 CHAMA, 1: 222,238]. 
In the case of P'aren, Ps. P'awstos III, xvii [2 CHAMA, 1: 228] specifies that the new 
patriarch had been brought back “to the king" [italics mine]. 

^^ See above, fn. 37, for Pseudo P awstos opinion of C'unak. After the pejorative 
comments cited, Ps. P'awstos closed with the evaluation that **C'unak was a mild man, 
having no capacity to reprove ... and he was in accord with the king in whatever he might 
do," IV, xv [= CHAMA, 1: 254]. Yusik, Sahak, and Aspurakés were similarly depicted as 
mild men incapable of leadership. V, xxix; VI, iii-iv [2 CHAMA, 1: 294, 308], whereas 
Zaven was characterized as a '*man of evil, harsh and envious nature ... [who] spent all the 
days of his life in gluttony, greed, and depravity," VI, ii [2 CHAMA, 1: 307]. The 
disapproval of the royal appointees is characteristic of the Epic Histories, since MX, III, 
xxxix-xli [2 MK, pp. 300-303] has little to say concerning these patriarchs and even 
reverses the order of the last group; cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 415-421. It should be noted 
that despite the low opinion expressed about the “royal” patriarchs, the sources invariably 
give the length of their pontificate without any suggestion that it ended earlier than their 
natural life. 

45 See above, fns. 37 and 44, and see below, fn. 49 for C'unak and the successors of 
St. Nerses. Nerses had ordained his deacon, Xad of Marag, bishop of Bagrewand and 
left him behind as vicar to supervise all the Armenian ecclesiastical foundations. He 
was still fulfilling his duties when the patriarch returned from exile, so that Argak’s 
appointment of C'unak was clearly separate and contrary to Nerses's will, Ps. P'B, IV, 
xii-xill [= CHAMA, 1: 247-248]; MX, III, xxxixxxii [= MK, pp. 288-290]. Irrespective 
of the name they give him, the sources agree that the immediate successor of St. Nersés 
was a purely royal appointee: According to the Epic Histories, Ps. P'B, V, xxix [= 
CHAMA, 1: 294], Yusik held his dignity "from the king's will alone"; whereas MX, III, 
xxxix [= MK, p. 300] stresses that “King Pap ... sought out and found ... Shahak ... 
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undeniably canonical and holy Sahak the Great is said to have been 
"appointed" to the patriarchal throne by King Xosrov III/IV, according 
to the History of Movses Xorenac'i.^^ Finally, the kings invariably 
resorted to force in the face of ecclesiastical opposition, and the violent 
deaths of the patriarchs Yusik, Daniel, and St. Nerses himself testify 
unequivocally to the danger of thwarting the royal will.*’ 

Despite his undoubted prerogatives and the king's occasional blatant 
display of his power, royal authority was not unlimited in fourth-century 
Armenia. At the international level, the Armenian Arsacid court was 
rarely in a position to pursue an ecclesiastical policy independent of that 
of its powerful western neighbour. Thus, the occasional alternation of 
the houses of St. Gregory and of Albianos of Manazakert on the 
patriarchal throne were less a see-saw between pro-Roman and pro- 
Persian parties, as argued by Adontz, than the result of the Armenian 
kings' attempts to follow the zig-zags of imperial policies, which often 
brought them into conflict with their own church and local traditions.*® 
Within his realm, the Armenian ruler was bound to consult, formally 
or not, with the secular and ecclesiastical nobles on all matters of 
importance, and breaks with this tradition were clearly perceived as 
abusive. According to the Epic Histories attributed to P'awstos Buzand, 
Ar&ak II's unsanctioned appointment of C'unak was rejected by all the 
Armenian bishops, thus forcing the king to turn for support to the 
bishops of Aljnik and Korduk' outside his realm. True or not, this 
episode was clearly intended to demonstrate the uncanonical character 
of the candidate forced on Armenia by the king. All the more so since 


and set him in Nerses's place without [the permission] of the great archbishop of Caesarea.” 
MX, III, iii [= MK, p. 256] also says that “The blessed [king] Trdat ... gave them [the 
Albanians] as bishop the young Grigoris ... Although he thought the matter uncanonical, 
considering his young age," but Ps. P'B, III, v-vi [2 CHAMA, 1: 212-214] does not 
mention the king's role in the appointment. Finally, Asolik, II, i, p. 73 [= trans. Dulaurier, 
p. 106] also says that Sahak's successor Zawén was in turn set on the patriarchal throne 
by King Varazdat. 

*6 MX, III, xlix [2 MK, p. 313], "After ... Archbishop Aspurakes died; to succeed 
him Khosrov appointed Sahak, son of Nerses the Great ...." This statement is repeated 
almost verbatim in the History of John the Kat'olikos, xiv, p. 53 [= trans. Saint-Martin, 
p. 45], as well as by Asolik, II, i, p. 73 [= trans. Dulaurier, pp. 107]. See below, p. 242, and 
fn. 79. 

*7 Ps. PB, III, xii, xiv; V, xxiv [= CHAMA, 1: 222-23, 226-27, 290-91]; MX, III, xiv, 
xxxviii [= MK, pp. 267, 298-99]. Movses Xorenac'i, III, xxxii [= MK, pp. 289-290] also 
says that Arsak II had ordered Nerses's vicar, Xad of Marag, stoned to death, albeit the 
order could not be carried out. Ps. P'B's parallel narrative, IV, xii-xiii [= CHAMA, 
1: 247-248] does not contain this episode, but does stress that the royal patriarchs were 
ineffective men incapable of reproving or opposing the king; see above, fn. 44. 

48 Adontz, Armenia, pp. 275, 281; Garsoian, “Politique ou orthodoxie.” 
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the Epic Histories stress that only two bishops were present at C'unak's 
consecration, thus highlighting the fact that it was patently invalid under 
the terms of the recently promulgated Nicaean regulations mandating 
the presence of a minimum of three bishops on such occasions. The 
same intent seems evident in the comment that Pap's candidate Yusik, 
appointed without the calling of an advisory council and rejected by 
Caesarea, "held his dignity from the king's will alone."4? The king’s 
use of force was perceived as equally illegitimate even if it usually went 
unopposed. Disapprobation may not have been as extensive as eccle- 
siastical moralisers would have us believe,?? but the sources emphasize 
King Pap's efforts to distance himself from the murder of St. Nerses, and 
the king may well have paid with his own life for that of the patriarch.?! 

The greatest obstacle to royal interference in the ecclesiastical hierar- 
chy came, however, not so much from the church and its ordinances, as 
from the fundamental social structure of Armenia. Conforming to an 
earlier Iranian tradition that all the offices of the realm, from that of the 
king on down, were the hereditary prerogatives of certain noble houses, 


*9 Ps, P'B, IV, xv [= CHAMA,1:254]: «Uyu — 4puduilli nup Puquinptr hnsky 
quilbiiuju Ew fhuljnynu 2uyng w>fumpcpt, of Ehbugth Abnhunntg pt qQabubis 
h hufnqhhnun fbuki Luyng : bL ng uh np nó Cue bby qui. pug uiu U.gà— 
TET: Et Unpgnuug buhuljnunu P Ehh, Et g9mluliu abnhungplgp h huf nin fp— 
foun? [uh pum Cpr Haut bi Purquenppt >» Cf. above, fn. 45, for both C'unak and 
Yusik. The fourth canon of the Council of Nicaea had decreed that the three bishops were 
the minimum number required for an episcopal ordination, Mansi, II, col. 669. Adontz's 
hypothesis that the reason for the appeal to Aljnik' and Korduk' was that there were no 
other bishops in Armenia (Armenia, pp. 285-286) seems unlikely, especially since a bishop 
P'awstos had conferred the diaconate on Nerses I, the ordination of Xad of Marag as 
bishop of Bagrewand in precisely the same period is depicted as an entirely normal 
occurrence in the contemporary sources, and other bishops are also mentioned : Ps. P'B, 
IV, iii, xu, and VI [= CHAMA, |: 237, 247, 307-310]. 

59 According to the Epic Histories, Ps. P'B, III, xiii, xx [= CHAMA, 1: 223, 230], 
Armenia was plunged in darkness and divine vengeance overtook King Tiran for the 
murders of Yusik and Daniel; MX, III, xv [2 MK, p. 267], though not the Epic Histories, 
says that the nobles murmured after the murder of Daniel, and “all Armenia" mourned 
for Nerses the Great, Ps. P'B, V, xxx [= CHAMA, 1: 294] and MX, III, xxxix [= MK, 
p. 300]. Nevertheless, no action was taken except perhaps in the case of Nerses (see fn. 51 
below). Only Daniel reproved the king for the murder of Yusik and was killed for his 
pains, Ps. P'B, III, xiv [= CHAMA, 1: 225-226]. Even in the case of St. Nerses, the king 
was able to destroy all of the saint's philanthropic foundations without meeting with 
opposition; ibid., V, xxxi [2 CHAMA, 1: 294-295]. The only royal failure seems to have 
been the intended stoning of Xad of Marag (see above, fn. 45), but it is known only to 
Movses Xorenac i. 

31 Ps. P'B, X, xxiv [= CHAMA, 1: 290-291] MX, III, xxxviii [= MK, p. 299]. See also 
Garsoian, **Politique ou orthodoxie,” especially pp. 313-320. 
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Arsacid Armenia viewed the patriarchate as inherent in the house of 
St. Gregory. Again and again, contemporary sources insist that this 
prerogative was inalienable and that other candidates might lawfully be 
considered only when no members of the Gregorid family were available. 
Even in such a case, when the Armenian sources themselves admitted 
that there was no suitable Gregorid candidate after the murder of the 
patriarch Yusik and his sons' sinful refusal to assume the duties of their 
house, the Epic Histories go on to comment: 


They took counsel as to whom they should choose [find] as their leader, and all 
were unanimous that they should find someone from the house ruled by Gregory 
who might ascend the throne of his fathers.?? 


Even more explicitly, the Epic Histories record that after the accession 
of King Arsak II, all the magnates: 


came together in a council to King Arsak ... in a single unanimous agreement 
that they might gather, consider, and take counsel concerning their [spiritual] 
leader, that is, who would be worthy to sit on the patriarchal throne. ... Then 
this common counsel prevailed over all those present: that they should find as 
patriarch one of the descendants remaining from the house of Gregory. “For,” 
they all said to the king, “just as God renewed your kingdom, so it is right that 
the spiritual leadership should be renewed by such a descendant. For," they said, 
“with the renewal of this throne [the patriarch's], the moral lustre of this land of 
Armenia shall be renewed." 53 


? Ps. P'B. IIl, xv [= CHAMA, 1: 227: « Pugg jujhd dudwkwlh ng np 
gnjp, np unufnpglp hingu q guicuiuiuujlEinni f hbi : Uyu funp apg wp ph 
PE qn qub fupbutg ununpg. wuu Iud Egli uifbilbgnià un Cuumpwl, of 
b uh unui fofuutinife butt 9 nhanph ganglb, np lup gf hu quid nn éupghu D» 
Cf. MX, III, xvi [= MK, pp. 269-270]. These hereditary responsibilities could not be set 
aside lightly. The refusal of Yusik’s sons Pap and At‘anakinés to assume the spiritual duties 
of their house brought swift divine punishment on both, Ps. P'B, III, xiii, xv, xix [— 
CHAMA, |: 224, 227, 229]; MX, III, xvi [= MK, p. 269]. 

55 Ps.P'B,III, iti [= CHAMA, 1: 236] :'« Uuu h uh dngni lnunlguli un up pui 
Umuh il ouudloó P bu Luy bin ERR h uh Luulin fu off as press bo oes y uri funpdacpyp. 
qh Ehbugth mbughh Ge funpléughh fuut fupwhg wnawStiapgh, Pt mà 
updulh hgt bumby pwfenn CupgpmujEmmi B Euh -..: Uum qug]obug [uju wu 
pub funplpgh adbbbga wn Cooly np why thi, gh h Hiugnpqwg null 
9-phgnph, pupud quiwhl qntgth qunufünpgm[d]nh : Qh udbbb pu wut hb 
guppuyh (wub gh inpngbug Uunnud qh uquinpn fò fb ain, unjhuytu 
upupin $ h jug quem bapagh; qé£ngbunp bw Lubin froth : 9h phim 
bnpngl| ujip ud nnn, wuts, bopngbughh uy oun Jupp w>fuupcpu 2uyng D» 
It is particularly interesting that the author uses the secular term nahapet “head of a noble 
house" to designate the “spiritual leadership" of the patriarchate. See also ibid., III, xiii, 
xvii, where Sahak was chosen, “because there was no one worthy from the house of 
Gregory" [= CHAMA, 1: 228]; MX. III, xvi, li [= MK, pp. 270, 315], etc. 
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The same hereditary tradition affected episcopal sees which normally 
belonged to the ruling house of the particular district and were held by 
its members.?^ Thus, the ecclesiastical hierarchy of Early Christian 
Armenia was conceived by the contemporaries as an inherent part of the 
social fabric of the country, on a par with secular hereditary offices. 
Consequently, the king's choice, or even sanction, of ecclesiastical 
candidates was severely restricted. Whatever he might achieve de facto 
by a show of force, the jealously guarded traditional privileges that 
united secular and spiritual nobles set definite limits on his lawful 
jurisdiction.?* 

From the foregoing discussion it seems reasonably clear that the 
jurisdiction of the Byzantine emperor, and to some degree that of the 
native Arsacid kings, were constricted de jure, at least by custom. But 
any study of the position of the Armenian church vis-à-vis the secular 
powers remains incomplete without a consideration of Armenia's other 
great neighbour, Sasanian Persia. The role of the king of kings has gone 
curiously unnoticed in this connection,*? even though nearly four-fifths 
of the Armenian kingdom unquestionably lay within his realm — at 
least, between the partitions of 387 and 591 — and the patriarchs 
of Armenia resided on Persian territory throughout. The Armenian 
sources, both the Chalcedonian Narratio and the national historio- 
graphic tradition, are unexpectedly revealing on this subject, and despite 
their a priori hostility to all manifestations of Iranian influence, they 
demonstrate a considerable degree of Persian jurisdiction over the 
Armenian church from the end of the fourth century until the Arab 
conquests.5" 
5^ See above, pp. 223-24, and fn. 22. 

55 On hereditary offices in Arsacid Armenia, see N. G. Garsoian, “Prolegomena to a 
Study of the Iranian Aspects in Arsacid Armenia," Handes Amsorya, XC (Vienna, 1976), 
cols. 182-183, and fns. 42-45. The participation of the church in the nexus of naxarar 
privileges was first analysed by Adontz, Armenia, pp. 253-288, but he did not emphasize 
sufficiently the paramount rights of the house of St. Gregory to the patriarchal throne; cf. 
ibid., pp. 274-76, 287. The hereditary character of the Armenian priesthood was also 
noticed and singled out for condemnation by the Council of Constantinople of 692: “In 
Trullo,” Mansi, XI, 957-959. These rights rested not so much on the “political power" of 
the Arsacids as on the inherent prerogatives of all the Armenian magnates. On the tug-of- 
war between the "dynasticism" of the magnates and the “feudalism” of the crown, see 
C. Toumanoff, Studies in Christian Caucasian History (Georgetown, 1963), pp. 39-40, 108- 
111, and fn. 176. 

°° As observed earlier (see above, fn. 7), and Adontz, Armenia, pp. 287-288, Adontz 
had noted that the Armenian Arsacid's prerogatives had passed to the Persian king, but he 
did not go on to discuss any aspects of this subject. 


?' For the unequal division of Armenia in the first partition, ca. 387, and its subsequent 
modifications, see Adontz, Armenia, pp. 7-24; E. Honigmann, Die Ostgrenze des byzan- 
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Traces of Persian interference in Armenian ecclesiastical affairs begin 
to be recorded with the formal recognition of the king of kings' 
jurisdiction over the Church of Persia at the Council of Seleucia- 
Ctesiphon of 410, although they do not manifest themselves before that 
date.58 According to both the Greek List of Katholikoi and the Epic 
Histories, the church of Caesarea of Cappadocia refused to consecrate 
Armenian patriarchs after the murder of St. Nerses, and evidence of this 
disturbance may be found in the Letters of St. Basil, but no foreign 
intrusion is suggested.?? At the time of Nerses's son Sahak the Great, 
however, the Narratio and its parallel Georgian text, the small Treatise of 
the kat'olikos Arsen, stress that “Armenia had received from the king of 
Persia the order to consecrate their bishops themselves,'"9? and that “the 
children of the catholic church were dispersed and scattered by order of 
the Persian king."*! The Greek List, albeit at a different date, specifies 
that the orders of the Persian king had included consecration of the 
Armenian kat'olikos, as well as that of his bishops, and that this practice 
continued until its own time.9? The kat'olikos Arsen went even further, 


tinischen Reiches von 363 bis 1071 (Brussels, 1935), pp. 3-37, and map 1; Goubert, Byzance 
et l'Orient, pp. 290-295, who reproduces Honigmann's map facing p. 192; Procopius, De 
aedificiis, III, i; etc. On the subsequent variations under Phokas, see Garitte, Narratio, 
pp. 260-261. For the attitude of the Armenian sources, see below, fn. 67. 

58 See above, fn. 15. 

5? “La liste grecque des catholicos" (Paris. graec. 900, ff. 180vb-182ra), apud Garitte, 
Narratio, xii, p. 403, cf. 406, for the Georgian version, "£mickómoug xXtetpotoveiv 
oók étóApov, éxedi) 51a tóv Oóvatov tod ayiov Nopoéon &koA00ncav napa tob 
apyleniokOnov Kaicapeíag ai xeipotoviat tàv £riokónov tfjg MeyaAnsg Appeviac." 
Ps. P'B, V, xxix [= CHAMA, 1: 293-294]: « Puig pneu bu]huljnunumujlinhi Ykuwpn' 
pt -- > djugniugpu q8nufh' unuy ünpu Cpr Sibi fp Eqtwy, qf ng npu 
um[np bhi un lanenih muih; h Quwjuwphu h Abniugpmd]uh ... deo 
guudub Eqewy Cus prs ey ban fabs Ubuupno «++ be Egli dagad bufulinu Susie E 
gphghh pg un Puquinph Murty, EL [op ghojumin o fn luong hljnum.— 
Joh. qh op p gh Lujppwybni 2uyng -- - dh! fofubugl dbabwanb; qbujhuljnunu 
2uyjng, npujLu um|npmpl [nh In h put : » 'The Epic Histories reiterates that the 
Armenian kat olikos no longer had the right to ordain bishops. That may well have been 
the view of Caesarea, but it evidently did not work in practice, as we shall see. On the 
problematic bishop Faustus and his rights, see Basil, Epistulae, cxx-cxxii. I shall return to 
this problem elsewhere, but it is not germane to the present study. 

99 Narratio, § 31, 65-66: “éXaBov npdotaypa napa tod BacuXéoc ITepoóv noriv aùtoùs 
&keivoug tiv xeipotoviav"; cf. Arsen kat'olikos, p. 319, apud Garitte, Narratio, p. 101, 
also pp. 99-100, 152, 154, and fn. 61 below. 

6l Narratio, 8 32: “Aveoxsda00n è xai dieondpn tà tékva tfjg KaOoAiwfc 
'ExkAnoíag ti npootáter tot Mepodv Baoiréws.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 101-102. 
92 “Liste grecque," § 25-26: “Ev «aig rjuépatg è toótou npocetáxðnoav napa tob 
BaciX£oG tv ITepoOv xetpotoveiv sic tv Appeviav kxa0oAiKobc Kai Exioxomous p£ypt 
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in that he attributed the Armeno-Georgian schism of the early seventh 
century to the Persian order that the Armenians consecrate their own 
bishops.9? 

It has already been noted that Armenian councils were normally dated 
by the regnal year of the Sasanian ruler, but in the case of the Council of 
Dwin of 555, the Chalcedonian sources detect Persian pressure, as well. 
This pressure is elaborated at some length in the Treatise of Arsen 
kat'olikos, who reiterates it even out of context: 


le roi Chosroés fit une promesse non médiocre à l'adresse du catholicos Nersés 
qui était appelé “moyen” (Suay), c'est-à-dire en Arménien mijin (= arm. mijin 
"moyen", par quoi (le roi) ébranla son esprit inintelligent ; il fit le premier [sic] 
concile à Dvin et ils se séparérent de la religion des Grecs et de Jérusalem ... 


and again: 


les rois des Perses forcaient les Arméniens à se séparer de la foi des Grecs ... 
pour que la haine survienne entre eux par effet de la séparation religieuse et qu'ils 
soient d'autant plus soumis au royaume des Perses; et ils promirent des cadeaux 
trés considérables aux docteurs des Arméniens pour qu'il fût ainsi, lorsque fût 
enlevée la suprématie sacerdotale à la maison de Grégoire. Alors le catholicos 
Nersés (c'était un hérétique mauvais) ... et aussi d'autres évéques et nobles 
ordonnérent pour la seconde fois que se tint un grand concile dans la méme (ville 
de) Dvin .... Et de nouveau ils condamnérent le saint concile de Chalcédoine et 
l'appelérent nestorien ....°* 


Chalcedonian writers understandably depict this anti-Nestorian council 
as the result of bribery and coercion, but as we shall soon see, the 
Armenians did not necessarily oppose the calling of a council at the 
urging of the Persian authorities. 

The relations between the Armenian church and the Zoroastrian court 
were in fact by no means invariably hostile. To be sure, the presence of 
antagonism between the two is unquestionably easy to document, 
especially in the earlier period. The martyrdom of the Armenian saints 
both on the battlefield of Awarayr in 451 and during Persian deportation 


tfjg ońpepov.” The precise date of the shift in episcopal ordinations is not our concern 
here. What is notable for the purpose of this study is the attribution of the consecration of 
Armenian bishops to the order of the Persian king. 

$3 Arsen kat'olikos, p. 319, apud Garitte, Narratio, p. 101; cf. 216-218. 

64 Arsen kat'olikos, pp. 322-23, 324-25, apud Garitte, Narratio, pp. 130-133, cf. 
pp. 131-175. The Narratio itself, § 65-70, does not mention the Persians. See also C. 
Galanus, Conciliationis Ecclesiae Armenae cum Romana ..., vol. 1 (Rome, 1650), p. 85, 
"Domnus Nierses ... Hic iussu Regis Persarum, Ut Armenos separarent a Graecis, 
Synodum coegit in Civitate Theuin; ..." and the "Liste grecque," § 34-35, apud Garitte, 
Narratio, pp. 404-405, 409; cf. p. 429, which also omits any mention of the Persians, as do 
the Armenian sources. 
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at the very time of the Council of Chalcedon — and consequently before 
any hint of dissension had manifested itself between the Armenian and 
Greek churches — set once and for all the implacably anti-Iranian tone 
of all Armenian historiography.?? But the subsequent estrangement of 
the Armenian church from Constantinopolitan Orthodoxy could only 
serve to reinforce the country's allegiance to the Sasanians, as the 
kat olikos Arsen shrewedly observed in his commentary on the Council 
of Dwin, and as the Armenian sources unconsciously reveal in spite of 
their explicit prejudices.°® Not only did the Armenian kat‘olikoi reside in 
the Persian provinces of the country, with the sole exception of Maurice's 
anti-patriarch, John of Bagaran, but the shift of the Persian border 
westward early in the seventh century as a result of Xusro II’s retaliatory 
campaigns following the murder of Maurice permitted the kat'olikos 
Abraham I to enforce his authority over the pro-Chalcedonian bishops 
who had supported John and whom the kat'olikos Movses II had refused 
to recognize as legitimately appointed." 


65 The martyrdom of the Armenian saints at the battle of Avarayr and in the subsequent 
Persian deportation plays a major part in the nearly contemporary History of Armenia of 
Lazar P'arpec'i, Patmut 'iwn Hayoc‘, ed. G. Ter Mkrté'ean and St. Malyasean (Tiflis, 1904) 
[= Lazare de Pharbe, “Histoire d'Arménie," trans. S. Ghésarian in CHAMA, 2 (1869): 
259-320]. It is the sole subject of Elise's Vasn Vardanay ew Hayoc‘ Paterzmin, ed. E. Ter 
Minasean (Erevan, 1957) [= Elishe, History of Vardan and the Armenian War, trans. 
R. W. Thomson (Cambridge, Mass. and London, 1982)]. Explicit hatred of the Persians 
appears repeatedly in the late fifth century Epic Histories attributed to P'awstos Buzand 
and it conditions Armenian historiography thereafter. Any favourable treatment of Persian 
rule in Armenia is revealed unconsciously and must be read by implication. 

$6 See above, fn. 64; also see Garsoian, 'Hiérarchie," pp. 129-138, especially p. 137. 
The apocryphal tales of Xusro I's deathbed conversion to Christianity — e.g., Sebeos, ix, 
p. 69-70 [= trans. Macler, p. 8]— probably stem from this rapprochement and the 
resultant Persian benevolence. 

97 See above, fn. 29, on John of Bagaran. In connection with the residence of the 
Armenian kat'olikoi on Persian territory, it is interesting to note the remark of Sebéos, xli, 
p. 131 [= trans. Macler, p. 91] that Ezr was at first unwilling to meet with Heraclius because 
he could not leave the land under his authority: « [m]dngphljnu fppbe ng lupug 


Paqny qbplihp profumi [B Euh [npnj : » On Abraham's jurisdiction over the western 
bishops, see Narratio, 8 111: "xai tà abt éEter [Abraham] katnváykaoe tov< 
ériokónoug Kai npeaPutEpons kai rjyoupuévoug åvaðepaticar t£v £v XaAknóóvt oóvoóov 
fj xx epica: and tfj xópag: oi è dvaOepáticav Kai Exavoev rj avtidoyia.” Cf. Garitte, 
Narratio, pp. 255-260, 267. The document preserved in BL, p. 151, says that the act was 
"unanimous" and included bishops from regions as far to the northwest as Vanand, the 
district of Kars: « QEnhupl’ qnp Einmb Uppuluûn. 2uyng luo nin plauf h 
fhupuini[9 Euh wpjuuplhu — 2ujng,  wjinphl np thi found mdp 
ànnnüng h Puquinpni f bukt U wi nhlu oe Ui uliuubh Puublnj bufulnunu 
e Uubifpwtau Pugputubgu Euhulinunna --- Gbpulu Lobby bufhulnunu 
«++ Bnibwhtu Ucutip [the residence of John of Bagaran], etc.» 
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From the fifth century on, the heads of the Armenian church showed 
no hesitation about visiting the court of Ctesiphon in normal circum- 
stances rather than under the compulsory conditions characterizing their 
contemporary appearances on imperial territory.55 Movses Xorenac'i 
enlarges upon the great honours lavished on Sahak I during his visit to 
the court of Ardasir II and Bahram II and on the granting of his requests 
there, as against his grudging reception at Constantinople.5? Late in the 
same century, the kat'olikos Giwt did not demur from obeying the 
summons of Péroz, but went “willingly and readily to court," where he 
was honoured even by the “heathens,” despite the king’s wrath, 
according to the contemporary account of Lazar P'arpec'i. The future 
kat‘otikos Kumitas attended the Council of Ctesiphon early in the 
seventh century, before his own enthronement as patriarch, and 
participated willingly in the debates."? Even in the purely religious 


$8 The situation is not altogether clear in the period preceding the confessional breach 


between Armenia and Constantinople. John the Kat'olikos, xi, p. 43 [= trans. Saint- 
. Martin, p. 36] states that the patriarch Vrt‘anés journeyed on two occasions to 
Constantinople in order to obtain the successive enthronements of the Armenian kings 
Xosrov and Tiran (cf. MX, III, iv, xi [= MK, pp. 257, 263]), but in the first case, Movsés 
speaks of a patriarchal letter rather than of a journey. The closest source in point of time, 
Ps. P'B, III, v, xi-xii [= CHAMA, 1: 211, 221], does not mention any intervention by 
Vrt'anes, and has him die immediately after king Xosrov II/II. The embassy of St. Nerses 
the Great ended in his long exile at the order of the emperor (see above, p. 226, and 
fn. 28), and his son, St. Sahak the Great, “was not received in a suitably worthy fashion" 
(MX, III, lvii [= MK, p. 327]), although in the tenth century John the Kat'olikos, xiv 
p. 55 [= trans. Saint-Martin, pp. 46-47], more enthusiastically asserts that the patriarch 
was received "like an apostle of Christ" in a passage that confuses Theodosius "the 
Great" with Theodosius II. After the schism, the Armenian kat'olikoi were present on 
imperial soil only under duress (see above, fns. 23, 25, 27). 

69 MX, III, li [2 MK, pp. 315-318], also LP’, xiv, p. 23 [= CHAMA, 2: 270-271], who 
is less positive about the outcome of St. Sahak's mission, but also speaks of his honours 
and mentions no hesitation on his part about a journey to the Persian court. See fn. 68 
above for Movses's less enthusiastic account of St. Sahak's reception in Constantinople. 
The deportation to Persia of John of Bagran at the time of the Sasanian capture 
of Karin/Theodosiopolis is another matter altogether, since John, the Chalcedonian 
patriarch, was an imperial appointee. See above, p. 226, and fn. 29, as well as Sebeos, xix, 
p. 91 [2 trans. Macler, p. 36]. 

70 LP', lxiv, p. 113 [= CHAMA, 2: 322-323]: «[Péroz] pudmi iun uppn; lu— 
Pagfhaupt 2ujng h qninli uuum, Eu whip upuinuuluwuhp unll, puhg 
quinuw fuwq fabs: Þuļ bpulul, f hufnqhhnu ung Q-hun [jubu Et Jod upni— 
PEwip b qnin EnBbujp -.- inbuuilp odbbwyh dup qbpbuu npu hppli qbpbuu 
&nbomwlih. ynpdl be CEPwhnup dbdun qqmomfebwdp funku;  ujunljunt hu 
fp idu :» See\below, pp. 248-49, and fn. 99 for the difficulties of Giwt at the Persian 
court and their implications; also fn. 73, for Kumitas’s attendance at Ctesiphon while 
still bishop of the Mamikonean. 
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setting of Modestos of Jerusalem’s appeal for Kumitas I’s benevolent 
prayers and watchful care after Xusro II’s sack of the Holy City in 614, 
we can detect an echo of the Armenian patriarch’s credit at the Sasanian 
court already evidenced in Sahak Ps earlier intervention.’! 
Circumstances suggest that Modestos’s appeal was not altogether mis- 
directed, since the king of kings had just authorized the rebuilding of the 
cathedral of St. Gregory in the Armenian capital of Dwin and even 
ordered the destruction of the nearby city fortress, despite the alarm of 
the resident Persian officials. Kumitas himself had been able to engage in 
an extensive building program, which may again reflect the benevolent 
attitude of Persia in return for his collaboration. ’? | 
Armenian bishops attended Persian councils: not only the dubiously 
orthodox occupants of sees in the southern borderlands of Armenia, but 
also the two "faithful men... Kumitas bishop of the Mamikonean [the 
future kat'olikos] and Matt'eos of the Amatuni" who participated in 
Xusro II's Council of Ctesiphon, ca. 614, and helped carry the day for 
the Armenian confession."? At home, whatever the circumstances of the 
Council of Dwin of 555, the Armenian church does not seem to have 
opposed the calling of councils by Persia officials. After the failure of the 


71 Sebéos, xxxv, pp. 117-118 [= trans. Macler, p. 72]: « obnpé]u — umm on] 
h abn uninp ununi fhg was fs Er as bs EhEqtgf pu bpniuwqb df lupgquinpkgul Et 
yun: --- Ge wphgt h dhiu aba whqwqwp uqui[BE pm]. quot dbp, Li 
uhi upuljuub, uidblbihh h yprby Ee byl, fh dig +- Ge np fhig upfinny E juny : 
b. Eft Chup hyt quunnuwduukp abn bu fuubdn EL h abniunnim f feb 
oplmdny fEbwpup supoupuliugh ghi. gf ujud pumping Ee ghurf unt b upupgbiug 
Gulinhujhá p :» Cf. Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1, cols. 666-667. This passage was called to 
my attention by my friend and colleague, Prof. K. H. Maksoudian, to whom I should like 
to express my gratitude for his suggestion. 

7? Sebeos, xxvii, p. 100 [= trans. Macler, p. 47], cf. John Kat'olikos, xvii, pp. 70-71 
[= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 60], who follows Sebéos on this point. On Kumitas’s building 
activities, see Sebeos, xxxvii, p. 121 [= trans. Macler, pp. 76-77], and fn. 73 below for his 
collaboration with the Persian authorities while still a bishop. Ormanean, Azgapatum, I, 
cols. 668-670. | 

73 Sebéos, xlvi, p. 150 [= trans. Macler, pp. 113-114]: « "Mrujkguhi why upp 
Guiuninupbhp eee Uunulfinuu U. wuflntt hy bufuljnunu L. Uf. unf tnu Udumnni— 
thug: .» This statement is faithfully repeated by Asolik, II, ii, pp. 93-94 [= trans. Dulaurier, 
pp. 123-124], who consequently also finds it acceptable; cf. Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1, 
cols. 658-661. The bishops of the Armeno-Mesopotamian marchlands, e.g., those of 
Mokk', Aljnik', Ostan, who appear at councils held in Seleucia-Ctesiphon, must have 
been Nestorianizers, since this was the official creed of the Church of Persia. See, 
Synodicon Orientale, pp. 285, 289, 311, etc., and Labourt, Le Christianisme, pp. 131-162. 
I shall return to the problem of these southern bishops in a subsequent study. 
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acephalic synod of Armenian bishops to provide a successor for the 
kat olikos Movses II early in the seventh century, Smbat Bagratuni, 
marzpan of Vrkan [Hyrcania] summoned, with the permission of the king 
of kings, a council which elected Abraham I; the hostile Narratio even 
attributes the election of “the heretic” Abraham to the presence of Xusro 
II in Armenia.’* According to the History of John the Kat'olikos, the 
council at which Abraham I broke with the pro-Chalcedonian kat'olikos 
Kiwrion of Georgia was also called at the order of Smbat Bagratuni."? 
Finally, Xusro II's Council of Ctesiphon, attended by Armenian bishops 
as well as those of Syria and the east, also had Smbat as co-president. ’° 
To be sure, Smbat was an Armenian magnate, but his directives to the 
Armenian bishops in these cases were those of a Persian official acting 
with the sanction of the Persian court. Despite this fact, not only can we 
find no objection to his actions in the Armenian sources, which treat his 
councils as entirely canonical, but these even proclaim with satisfaction 


7* Sebéos, xxvii, p. 100 [= trans. Macler, p. 47]. The first synod after the death of 
Movsés II was clearly leaderless; BL, p. 146: « Uubinlp np Equi h "kei, dhusnhn 
mudn fhi Ep daqnib jn] byhuhnynuugi hupqby Guftagflnw 2uyng jkn 
SuLnwhh Undutup Yupagphauf --- fuuu npn) dngmi[Egup [note the first 
person plural] Fugfuljnunu pu wju fh ĝujpupuqup EyEqkghu bnl» The council | 
which elected Abraham I was equally clearly summoned by the marzpan Smbat of 
Hyrcania; ibid., p. 149: « Qénhupl’ gap [uligpbug Udpun d phub Sapo ey atts 
quiju by bulrwynunche, npp quran) dagnilEguh binphbh pui h "mh, 
lupagb, lup nig hljnu 2ujng, jkun ucniuhh U mjuluf. »' Cf. Narratio, § 109-110: 
“Meta 5& tv tovtov (Mavpikiov] teAsvthv, mpooeAGPeto ó Xoopóng ó Paorredc 
Dlepoóv tijv yopav ‘Appeviac, 110 Ste xai 6 aípetikóc ABpadp Katéotn KaboArKds® 
The decisive participation of Smbat in the electoral council is repeated in John Kat'olikos, 
xvii, p. 71 [= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 60]. See also p. 242, and fn. 77, for the legitimacy of 
these councils in the eyes of the Armenians. 

75 The Armeno-Georgian council is not mentioned by Sebéos, xxvii, p. 100 [= trans. 
Macler, p. 47], but this is done explicitly by John Kat'olikos, xvii, pp. 71-72 [= trans. 
Saint-Martin, p. 61], who is usually dependent on Sebéos in this portion of his History. 
The Book of Letters, pp. 164-95, especially 168-75, does not give the acts of a council 
but includes letters to and from the marzpan Smbat of Hyrcania in the correspondence 
between Georgia and Armenia at this point. It is interesting that even in Arab times, 
Armenian sources record that the kat‘otikos Elia held a council in Partaw at the order 
of the caliph ‘Abd al-Malik, Asolik, II, ii, p. 102 [= trans. Dulaurier, p. 131]. 

76€ Sebéos, xlvi, p. 149 [= trans. Macler, p. 114]: « Uyw gupàu Mnupni] Npdqafe 
- umb bin ubi Euuljgnugnuug ljngiulgh Unkib, hg be Uunpbumuth 
dnagni]b, h qaint wppahp --- be lugnjg fh dipu bngw nunplwte qudépunun 
Pugpunnibib, qubnwhub; Naupauy Cpliniifu, b. qpodoluuj binh un pnilih :D» 
This information is repeated almost verbatim by Asolik, II, n, pp. 97-98 [= trans. 
Dulaurier, pp. 126-127]. 
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Xusro II’s official sanction and support of the orthodoxy of the Armenian 
creed: 


Le roi ordonna de chercher dans le trésor et on trouva la véritable foi de Nicée, 
écrite et il examina la concordance avec la foi des Arméniens qui était scellée 
avec l'anneau du roi Kawat et de son fils Xosrov[I]; sur quoi le roi Xosrov [II] 
donna l'ordre suivant: “Que tous les chrétiens qui sont sous mon pouvoir aient 
la foi des Arméniens. Et de méme ceux qui ont la méme foi que les Arméniens 
dans les régions de l'Asorestan, ...." Le roi Xosrov ordonna de sceller un 
exemplaire de la confession véritable avec son anneau et de la mettre dans le 
trésor royal."? 


It is particularly interesting that the point of reference for the Armenian 
creed should be the Persian archives, just as they were for the Rank List 
of the Armenian magnates sought by Sahak I on his visit to Ctesiphon."? 

The role of Smbat Bagratuni in the election of Abraham I discloses 
what is probably the most important aspect of Persian jurisdiction over 
the Armenian church, namely, designation of the successful candidate to 
the Armenian patriarchate. As early as the accession of St. Sahak I, as 
the only surviving descendant of the house of St. Gregory, who was 
traditionally entitled to this office, the Sasanian ruler Sahpuhr III, 
challenging both this tradition and the prerogatives of the reigning 
Arsacid king Xosrov III/IV, **was angry at Xosrov ... for his unbidden 
appointment of Sahak the Great to the episcopate," even though his 
successor Ardasir did not go so far as to remove the Armenian patriarch 
from his office."? Soon, however, Sahak was to be deposed by the 
Persians and the patriarchal domains confiscated.®° In his stead the 


7? Sebeos, xlvi, p. 151 [= trans. Macler, p. 116], repeated by Asolik, II, ii, pp. 97-98 
[= trans. Dulaurier, pp. 126-127]. 

7! Adontz, Armenia, pp. 183-234, especially 213 = 67*sqq. 

7 Mx, III,1 [= MK, pp. 314-315];.« Pung Cunt In guiuduüp pi Mnupnduj 
s publpuðub [upgb, qpbupuljnunumd [ni qukbói Uw.» Some of the manu- 
scripts of Movsés Xorenac'i go even so far as to say that Ardasir had removed Sahak I from 
his office (MK p. 321, fn. 12 = CHAMA, 2: 160). This is probably a confusion with the later 
dismissal of Sahak by Bahram V (see the footnotes that follow), but the mistake is indicative 
of the automatic assumption of the Persian king's authority in this area. See above, fn. 45, for 
Xosrov III/IV of Armenia’s “appointment” of Sahak as patriarch. 

80 MX, III, Ixiv [= MK, p. 341]: « Qpudujbug qd nud unliniq guguinpm [nh 
sUpurmynt fof. Armenia] .-. be quibu phu wagh inpu mb, juppmfu. 
binjiujfu Ee qufsó! Uwlul. be qandu luong ljnuuljuit miu upnpnihu, be 
unu ibn fuss bss ly bapw jufnn byfulnynumybanPbwht 2uyng qUmpduhis 
quiu : » The same account is given in LP', I, xiv, pp. 24-25 [= CHAMA, 2: 270-271]. 
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Persian king Bahram V appointed first Surmak, bishop of Bznunik',*! 
and subsequently two Syrians, Brk'i$o and Samuel.?? Of particular 
interest here are the comments of Movsés Xorenac': 


Vram gave the archiepiscopal throne to Samuel ... so that he might be a rival 
and antipatriarch to Sahak, and he [Vram] set his [Samuel's] duties: to assist 
the marzban and to oversee the assessment of the required taxes, the law courts, 
and other secular institutions. And Sahak the Great he set free, leaving him a few 
villages from the same (patriarchal) domain that he might reside only in his own 
see, with the authority only to give the traditional religious instruction and to 
ordain those whom Samuel might accept.?? 


and similarly: 


Samuel came and occupied the archepiscopal throne ... he did not allow Sahak 
the great to ordain successors for the dead [bishops] and, as for the living, he 
found feeble excuses that they were holding back the royal taxes to expel them 
and seize all their domains for himself ... 

But Sahak the Great did not cease nourishing with spiritual milk the young of 
the church with Mesrop, whom he established in the cathedral church in the city 
of Valarshapat, while he himself resided in the province of Bagrewand, ...9* 


5! See the preceding footnote for the text of MX, III, Ixiv, and the parallel text of 
LP', I, xiv on the appointment of Surmak. The same account is also found in John 
Kat‘otikos, xiv, pp. 56-57 [= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 48] and Asolik, II, i, p. 76. 
[= trans. Dulaurier, p. 109] who confuses the order of Sahak’s successors but does not 
question the king's authority; cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 422-423. This attitude is also 
shared by the “Liste grecque," ibid., pp. 403, 407, cf. 421-422: “‘xatéBadov avtóv [the 
Armenian king] à1ó tod 0póvou avtod. 16 Kai peta tr]viékntootv tod ayiov 'Ioaók tov 
YXoppuük ano tob AptCaxé ti) rpootá&et toU tHv IIepoóov faotuX£ogG kai tij iðig aùtõv 
BovXij £xáOicav abtóv KaBodixov, diaBaAAovtEs tòv 'Icaóx." All the sources denounce 
the intrigues of the Armenian princes and of Surmak himself, but they never question the 
ultimate power of the Persian king. 

52 On Brk‘iSo and Samuel, see MX, III, Ixvi [= MK, pp. 341-342] and LP’, I, xv, 
pp. 25-26 [= CHAMA, 2: 271-272], followed as usual by John Kat'olikos and Asolik, as 
well as the “Liste grecque" ; see fn. 81 above. 

83 MX, III, lxiv, Ixv [= MK, p. 343]: « Yaw du’ T inmlw juo nn buy fru— 
fnynuwybunn fe bui qui nifi uunph, Cuin, whine, gh Lhah phgghóudiun 
Lob Uuculjuj Et Guljunulju[onn. Et gnpó bow quinnigull gphlibnb, jupquju— 
pts, quy h dipu puro jufg Guplug [uinpbgb ng Ec quanumnuriug be up wpfuwp— 
Cush ui lupguig > GL qubot Uucul, upáuljb uj’ Pagn h hu gboqu uuu fi 
hopph ubt, gh bumgh dhuju jh phut ij ]rówli b, oum [ofi abbr huh 
fw pw Ginn bats uninpuljul lpouhgh, be abniugpnm f Euh qujinghh' 
gn[mg Lb. Guin, [ulia unlinigni : » Cf. John Kat'olikos, xiv, p. 57 [= trans. 
Saint-Martin, p. 48]. 

84 MX, III, Ixvi [= MK, p. 345]: «4m, Gudnii hf [uju qufðnn buy fuljin— 
upnuuupbinmd bulb, vs i iin jumhinpn inb ngh nó nuypi fay abniunpb, ilo 
Uuculjuy, Eu gh Ebqubbugh gnjqu firs qunkwy wy as er rus er &upljugi 
up pni Cwyjwduhube unbbp, hipt limpgbqmi] quilbibgnih mache: --- 
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The authority of the king of kings to designate the Armenian patriarch 
and spell out his prerogatives, as well as Sahak's inferior position 
vis-à-vis the Persian appointee and his retirement from the capital, are 
evident from these passages, despite the author's patent prejudices. 
Equally revealing for the purpose of this study is the case of another 
of Sahak's successors, Yovsep' or Joseph of Holoc'im, who was to 
die in Persia after the Armenian defeat of 451. According to both Lazar 
P'arpeci and Movses Xorenaci, St. Sahak's collaborator, Mesrop, 
designated Joseph to succeed him as /ocum tenens [etelapah] on the 
archepiscopal throne; the Narratio simplifies the pattern and attributes 
Joseph's elevation directly to Sahak's will.?* The later version of the 
historian Stephen of Taron, known as Asolik, describes the meeting of an 
Armenian council that took place spontaneously after the death of the 
Persian patriarchal candidate, Surmak. This council designated “a 
certain priest named Joseph who was a disciple of the great Mesrop ... 
and at the order of Vardan [Mamikonean] ... placed him on the 
patriarchal throne." 39 In all of these versions, the initiative is purely 
Armenian, with no mention of Persia. In the absence of the vanished 
Arsacids, the hereditary commander-in-chief of the Armenian kingdom, 
Vardan Mamikonean, arrogates to himself the royal prerogative of 
confirming the patriarch-elect. This purely local election and endorse- 


Uy loh Uuul| ns fis [uubug g4nglinpn hw [tists gh5gnuguhib, duililyulig 
EhEqtging Cwhaybnd U bupnujui., qnp P»qbu, jimpujub ug sehbqkgu Sh lu— 
Pag pht, np h d uqugppmupunn puqu ph, pipt ljujm] h Pugpkuubg quiun --- » 
Cf. LP', I, xvii-xviii, pp. 29-37 [2 CHAMA, 2: 274-278], who also depicts Sahak's 
withdrawal from the world, together with his eschatological vision and death in 
Bagrewand. 

85 MX, III, Ixvii [= MK, p. 349]: « Pul qu[ónn | buhuljnunumulnmi o Euh 
bnnbquywdnPewip  jufnpgbwg Cpwdwhoe Epwhbpenyh Ubupnuuj bapph 
wrulbpnt Gndulib pus Lut, ». This version is repeated by John Kat'olikos, xiv, p. 58 
[= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 49), who, however, omits the fact that Joseph was only a 
locum tenens. See also LP', I, xix, p. 38 [= CHAMA, 2: 278]. The Narratio, § 29, links 
Joseph directly to Sahak the Great without mentioning Mesrop: “Tod odv paxapiov kai 
dyiou 'Icaük t£Agutfjcavtog ... diadéyetar tov Opóvov tfjg émiokomijg ti toótou 
npootate: “Iwong:” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 94-96, who also notes the total omission 
of Joseph from the “Liste grecque" ; ibid., pp. 404, 408. 

56  Asolik, II, ii, p. 78 [= trans. Dulaurier, p. 111]:« Ge bur du£niuwnlb Umpüwljwu| 
dagni]Ebu| Coe y posse ey bo urna g bs 2ung' piigpnbu, guns pulubuy nif Gnul ij whine, 
np peje fp wpuhbpn dE UtLupnuy --- : Ge Apul d wprumy bu— 
innighü juo nn luong hlgnum f kul.» The phrase “a certain priest named Joseph” is 
hardly flattering to the status or reputation of the candidate whose main claim to 
consideration seems to have been that he was a disciple of St. Mesrop. 
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ment seem to have conferred a dubious legitimacy on Joseph, since the 
sources betray again and again the equivocal character of his rank. 
Lazar P'arpac' specifies on two occasions that “although he [Joseph] 
was by ordination [only] a priest, yet at the time [he] held the throne of 
the Catholicosate of Armenia," and he normally refers to Joseph as 
“blessed,” “holy,” “lord,” or even as "saint," rather than as '*kat'olikos 
of Armenia."9" The same is true of the parallel text of Elise, who even 
begins an official letter from the presumed patriarch with the formula, 
“The bishop Joseph, with many of his co-bishops," styling him merely 
"bishop of Ayrarat" and never "kat'olikos." In the accounts of the 
martyrdom of the Armenian saints, Joseph, despite his personal sanctity, 
is distinctly secondary to his colleagues, Bishop Sahak of Ritunik' and 
the priest Lewond, who is the eponymous hero of the saints.?* The List 


87 LP; I, xxiii, p. 44 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 257, which is the better translation for 
this portion of EP]: « Gmjulib, np [Alum be bplg Ep pun Abnluugpni [d Eu! wy) 
qhu [ang hljnumi [d bwk 2ung quidnan mln p dudubulhh.» —LP' I xlii, p. 78 
[= Thomson, Elishé, p. 284]:\« umpp Eptgh Gm]ubih np be qj [d ng pljnum d bu 
ung mln quio nn ». LP’, I, xlii, p. 75 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 290]: « quninp 
Entgt Gnijulib, np glw[ong hljnum d bui abn qu[9nn h dudnib, » LP’, I, 
xliii, p. 78 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 293] « gumpp Gm]ulih, qupupbs qlpu[d nq hljnu 
2ung », LP', I, xlvii, p. 86 [= Thomson, Elishe, p. 301):\«; Qumppli pulubugut 
Uumnedny, quitn Gnjulih luo ng flay, be uta Vural [hunnchbug buphuljnunu » 
where Joseph is listed on a par with bishop Sahak; LP’, I, lvi, p. 100 [= Thomson, Elishe, 
p.316], « umpp iupruupbinp. dbp Ee Cnglinn Cupp mtp Bnifulip be ntp 
Q Enlin, » where Joseph is equated with the priest Lewond. Elsewhere, Joseph is 
recorded as “blessed,” “holy,” "saint," “angel like," and, to be sure, as "kat'olikos" 
without circumlocutions on four occasions: LP’, I, xlii, xliii, xlv, li, lii, lvii, pp. 71, 76, 
79, 81, 91, 92, 97, 98, 100, 101 [= Thomson, Elishé, pp. 285, 286, 291, 295, 296, 307, 
308, 314, 315, 317, 318]. There is no question whatever as to Joseph's personal worthiness, 
and at one point, LP’, I, lii, p. 92 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 308] says that Joseph's chains 
were heavier than those of his companions, presumably to emphasize his merits. But in the 
whole lengthy account of the Armenian martyrdom in Persia he plays slightly second fiddle; 
the starring role belongs to the priest Lewond, who gives his name to the entire group of 
martyrs. 

88 The attitude toward Joseph found in Elise's account runs generally parallel to that of 
Lazar P'arpec'i: Elise, ii, p. 27 [= trans. Thomson, p. 81];« buy ulinunu Ujpupwunny »; 
Etisé, v. p. 71 [= trans. Thomson, p. 122], x Gedulih Luhu nnu pugnid bujhul;n— 
upnuuiljgop fin p » Etisé, vii, p. 178 [= trans. Thomson, p. 225], in first place, 
« Uucul| Eupuljnujnu J/ omnmiibug. » in second place, « Unipe Bnifulih h d ung 
ánpnj' h 45294 àngngüuiug. » We find again a series of "great," "holy," "saint," 
"bishop," no title on occasion, but never the title of "Kat'olikos": Elise, ii, p. 28; v, 
pp. 43, 100, 106; vi, pp. 123-124, 134; vii, pp. 146, 153, 169, 170 [= trans. Thomson, 
pp. 82, 95, 152, 158, 175, 182, 186, 117, 203, 217]. To be sure, the priest Lewond addresses 
Joseph on one occasion as‘ “‘superior in rank to [us] | all," Elise, vii, p. 178 [= trans. 
Thomson, p. 225], but here again it is Lewond who gives orders to Joseph and sets the 


*9 66 99 66 
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of Armenian Councils attributed to the kat‘otikos John Ojnec‘i speaks of 
Joseph merely as “Mesrop’s disciple" and stresses his position as locum 
tenens rather than as patriarch in his own right. The canons of the 
Council of Sahapivan, presumably convoked by Joseph, curtly refer to 
the council as an agreement of the Armenian nobility in the seventh year 
following the death of St. Sahak, without any reference to a kat'olikos or 
president of the assembly, a formula likewise adopted by the Narratio.9? 
All of these silences and circumlocutions suggest that Joseph's position, 
which had not been ratified by Persia, was anomalous and precarious 
despite his personal saintliness, whereas the same sources express no 
reservations as to the status of the two Syrian kat'olikoi appointed by the 
Sasanians, Brk‘iso and Samuel, however much they may deplore the two 
Syrians’ morals.?? 

Ormanean's thesis that until the death of Surmak, Joseph was only a 
locum tenens exclusively concerned with spiritual affairs, as had been his 
teacher Mesrop (and, for that matter, St. Sahak under Samuel) and that 
he was only then elevated to the full dignity of the patriarchate may well 
point in the right direction.?! Despite Lazar P'arpec'i's assertion that 
Surmak had quickly been deposed by the disenchanted Armenian 
magnates who had first backed him,?? Surmak actually seems to have 
kept his position until his death. Both Lazar and Elise list him, albeit as 
bishop of Bznunik' — the see he had obtained from the Persian court — 
among the Armenian bishops opposing Yazdgard II’s ever-increasing 
Zoroastrian pressure.?? The Narratio is acquainted with his pontificate, 
and dates the Armeno-Byzantine schism from the time of his “power” 


order of martyrdom. Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 94-96, and Thomson, Elishé, p. 81, fn. 1, 
both of whom note Joseph's double status as priest and kat'olikos. 

° BL, p. 220: « Qnppnpg Gaga wpup Gnijubih uml pn U ursnngh be uppnjl 
Uum] bnphis nbquuwh f Gur Luuynufutif.» ,Kanonagirk Hayoc, ed. V. Ha- 
kobyan, vol. 1 (Erevan, 1964), p. 423 :\« babu, upulin buüp wing ung, jit- 
Pübpnpy ulh du fuómkibinjh upanja Umculjuy lpupgbguh huwbnipu uyu : » Narra- 
tio § 28 "Kai peta Et && cfi teAeutiis tod áyiov 'Ioaàx éyéveto abvodos eic tò Xamifáv." 
There is no reference to Joseph at this point, although he is mentioned as Sahak's successor 
in § 29; cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 88-92. The date given differs by one year from the one 
given in the Kanonagirk', but the formula is the same. 

90 See above, fn. 82, for Brk'i$o and Samuel. 

91 Ormanean, Azgapatum, I, cols. 325-329. 

?2 EP‘, I, xv, p. 25 [= CHAMA, 2: 271-272]. It is worth noting, as does Garitte, Narratio, 
p. 102, that Surmak had the full authorithy (isxanut'iwn) of the kat'olikate and not merely its 
de facto power. See also MX, III, Ixiv [= MK, p. 341]. 

93 EP‘, I, xxiii, p. 44 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 258]; Elise, ii, p. 28 [= trans. Thomson, 
p. 81]. 
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[£&ovcía].?* As we have already seen, Asotik dates the Armenian council 
that appointed Joseph “after the death of Surmak." Most explicitly of 
all, the kat'olikos John categorically states that on the death of Mesrop, 
"the priest Joseph ... occupied the patriarchal see as locum tenens. 
However, at the order of Yazdkert [king of Persial] Surmak completed the 
course of his ordination for six years until he died. Then the blessed 
Yovsep' was ordained [bishop] of Armenia."?5 Taken together with the 
Armenian sources’ general evasiveness about Joseph's status, it does 
not seem unwarranted to conclude that the Persian patriarch-designate 
Surmak had, in fact, kept his position for life, or perhaps temporarily 
withdrawn to his see of Bzunik', only to return to full patriarchal dignity 
in his last years. If so, we have here additional evidence that in this period 
the Armenian patriarchate required the ratification of the Persian court 
to achieve full legitimacy, and that a Persian appointee could not be 
removed by local powers, even those of an ecclesiastical council whose 
decision remained invalid without the endorsement of Ctesiphon. 

Still more importantly, the Sasanian king of kings, unlike his Byzan- 
tine counterpart, could not only designate a patriarchal candidate in 
post-Arsacid Armenia, but have this prerogative accepted as legitimate 
by the Armenians themselves. We find no objections to the councils 
called by the Persian marzpan Smbat of Vikan, and the kat'olikos 
Christopher II was denounced by the Armenians to the marzpan 
Varaztiroc, who presumably had the right to depose him, since the 
kat‘olikos John censures the patriarch’s native calumniators but not the 
Persian official who removed him.?* The same Armenian sources that 
deplore the morals of the Syrian kat'olikoi of Sahak’s time state 
unequivocally that the Armenian princes turned of their own volition to 
the Persian court for the appointment of a new patriarch: 


?^ Narratio, 8 33: “"H 5& apyt tfjg ad€adeiag ta0tng [the ordination of Armenian 
bishops by themselves instead of by Caesarea] é&ovoiag fjp&ato paArota èv toic 
ENLOKONOIC tfjg aótob xópag: áviatog dé Epeivev Ewes tod viv.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, 
p. 102. 

John Kat'olikos, xiv, p. 58 [= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 49]: « Pujg gqu/énn 
Cw pry binn [d bui mbuyuni fð budp Jufnpgtp mul ih pulubusy T anus yay bs 
h puduit 8 ugqhbpnf Unipôul lump gàbniugpni[d Euh qı pouty quidu 
ijEg! diss dinw ful. Ge wyw qunipp Griulih b Abniunpni[d [nhi 2upng : » A 
different translation of this passage is given by Garitte, Narratio, p. 96, but it does not 
alter the present argument. 

9© John Kat olikos, xvii, p. 75 [= trans. Saint-Martin, pp. 64-65]. The accuracy of the 
story is not our concern here. What matters is the presumed legitimacy of an appeal to 
the Persian governor against the Armenian kat 'olikos. 
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"our princes sought from Vram (Bahram V] another occupant for the 
[patriarchal] throne, and he gave them a Syrian Brk'i$o .... Unable to bear him, the 
princes again begged Viam to change him and give them someone of their own 
religion ...."?? 


and find nothing illegal or unseemly in these appeals to Persia. The 
Armenian bishops envious of Surmak’s acquisition of ecclesiastical 
property "also dared to do the same, seeking [permission] from the 
Persian king with the assistance of each one's prince."?9 Thus, whatever 
abuses may have existed de facto, the conclusion that must be drawn 
from the tacit assumptions of Armenian ecclesiastical writers is that 
Persian jurisdiction in Armenian patriarchal appointments was 
acceptable de jure to the Armenians. 

A still more precise definition of the nature of Persian authority can 
be found in the apocryphal exchange between the Armenian kat'olikos 
Giwt (461-478) and the Sasanian king Peroz included in the History 
of Lazar P'arpec'i: 


le roi envoya dire au saint patriarche Kiud [Giwt]: “Tu as jusqu'à présent exercé 
ton autorité sans mon ordre, et ceux qui t'ont accordé une charge si importante 
ne sont que de simples sujets [carayk' = servants]. Tu n’as pas recu non plus 
aucune autorisation de ma part. Cependant, si tu exécutes ma volonté . . je 
confererai perpétuellement, par un édit, cette charge a toi, 4 ta maison et a 
quiconque tu me désigneras .... Mais si en t’obstinant, tu ne veux pas exécuter ma 
volonté, je t’enléverai l'épiscopat, je te retirerai ta charge, et tu charge, et tu 
retourneras dans ... ton pays déshonoré et outragé". Le bienheureux serviteur de 


” MX, IH, Ixiv, [= MK, p. 341]: « hulj bwfuwpwp ph dip futt ph p Lawduy; 
un ud nnulju|. EL Lun lngu gFnphony nifi uunpp dv Apa ng Yuu prurgleusy 
inui, inu fumpurpugu! qupábu unu sigh qd nud din]ub, qhu, Ge nuj quip np 
pun hpouhg ungui. » ILP" »V. xvi, p. 26 [= CHAMA, 2: 272), gives the same account: 

« fubigptgfts ujbini£bnbs [ipbug bufuupwp ph ung jepgeunum luong flaw, 
bı Puguenph d nud Em bogu gPpplny qnifü wind - Uri aPrebes 
þh opgehutuywybamPbhth Z2ujng. dwingubbyn] Baqusghi d nuduj, --- ‘uy 
up anp diq unufunpg pum dépacd Publ Gupgfu, --- be d nuduj apak 
Guru Yu dwee [ubignnju bagu mujp ngu quid buy funn fly ui uunpp, 

apn wink fp Gudmil] : »|In neither of these passages is there any indication of 
contention or that the Persian king was intruding into Armenian affairs. Cf. MX, III, Ixv 
{= MK, p. 342], for the divided appeals of the Armenian princes after the deposition of St. 
Sahak I. The princes’ choices may have been divided, but none of them recoiled from 
requesting a kat'olikos from the king of kings. Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 407-408, 419-423. 
°° MX, III, lvi [= MK, p. 345]: « Liq np bwfuwhdbuy be wy, bughuljnunuug' 
dup£Eguh: ghayh unbb,, [ubgphbjm] h Qupubg wppujth ogiuljuin [B Euüp 
þipupubship fofumbmg : » | 
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Dieu, le patriarche des Arméniens, Kiud ... répondit au messager du roi: ..." Dis 
au roi qu'en ce qui concerne la charge que tu dis que j'ai jusqu'à présent obtenue 
avec l'autorisation de tes sujets et non pas la tienne; si toi, ou si quelqu'un des 
sujets qui me l'ont conferrée, voulaient me l'enlever, je m'en consolerais, et je le 
désire méme; car ainsi délivré d'inquiétudes facheuses et de tribulations, je ne 
m'occuperais que de moi-méme et de la priére. Quant à l'ordre épiscopal que tu 
me menaces de m'enlever, c'est un ordre de dignité céleste; et ni les rois, ni 
quelqu'un des princes, ne peuvent me l'óter; la mort méme est impuissante à me 
l'arracher .... Ainsi je ne crains rien d'un homme mortel qui ne peut ni me 
donner, ni m'enlever cette dignité.” ?? 


The fictional elements of this account are beyond question, but the point 
of view of a late fifth-century Armenian ecclesiastical author is equally 
clear. The assertion of autonomy on Giwt's part pertains to his episcopal 
order and to doctrine alone. Both here, and in the equally embellished 
account of Xusro II’s registration of the Armenian creed's orthodoxy in 
the Persian archives, !9? jurisdiction over the Church of Armenia, as over 
the Church of Persia, was acknowledged to lie ultimately in the hands of 
the king of kings. 

In retrospect, then, it may now seem warranted to argue that secular 
jurisdiction over the Armenian church should not be taken as a simple 
unilateral pattern, nor one that remained chronologically inflexible. In 
the first century of the period under review, the Byzantine empire 
exercised over the allied kingdom of Armenia some of the ecclesiastical 
authority that the post-Constantinian emperors assumed in their own 


?9 LP’, I, lxiv, pp. 114-115 [= CHAMA, 2: 322-323]:j [Augu ngr] np un 
Epub, h lu [B ng hljnuh q- hun, pt U husk. gud à pa fofumin f hib unum fa 
Cpu dub hubu [, Ge Owawy dupnhij Gh, npng pla qujnupup Eò gnpd 
inmibu $, ba ng flrs ppdth mu funda Pfr: Puyg ujdà EE ghd hudu 
unu, --- qgnpóg qu phq Ge pmi wagh Ee npmid qm huhu" aun pune 
inui hisha jurþhnkubu, E. Uuu pt quidunbw| CTI lung, gliudu hå 
qkiyhuhnynun f hiq h pug unimá fp pli be h qnpóngg h pug &ulubd, be qm 
whupqubop bi [Ej Eum budp bp h nmi pn be uojumpah DS 

b. Epub, b up Uumnniónj luo ng hlgnuh ung 9- hun e Em cay cus enn ues ws fas ts ba fa 
bı wut, ‘Uuu gftuquanph, PE juququ qnpònju, qnp wuku, pt guydd pn f 
òðunujhg ba ns jhåth hujkug gnpóulunifo [n [9E qne hud PE np fh 9unujhy 
Brg np binih, Ge unbinip jhåth' mpw[u Ed b. judd. uui qh jm o juup£umnuh 
&ngnj fe luplug uupupbw uuhh yupuybd be uqofè fg : hol juququ. Eufhu— 
lnujnuuljyui AEnigpni[BEubu np uubu, Pl h pug wba þh pli! quju. bplj— 
buco Ab ninugpnijd bulbi yunh uinum spoth ng Puquinnp be ng jpojumliug 
np, mj; Duc ns foful, puligh be hupt ful ng. beng phun Enhbishd fp duClyuliugne 
Supyny inu qujuin[n. pid Ee Gud unam spit :' » The French version does not 
follow the text verbatim, but in no way alters its sense. 
100 See above, p. 242, and fn. 77. 
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realm. Even in this period, however, jurisdiction rarely manifested itself 
overtly ; more commonly it operated indirectly through pressure brought 
to bear on the Armenian crown to bring its ecclesiastical policy into 
conformity with the current position of the imperial court. With the rift 
between the Armenian church and that of Caesarea, as well as the 
political partition of Armenia late in the fourth century, this tacit and 
incompletely formulated relationship broke down. Thereafter, most of 
the Armenian lands lay outside the empire, except for the brief period 
following the new partition of 591, and confessional hostility, 
intensifying after the Armenian official rejection of Chalcedonian 
christology, widened the breach. The emperors continued to assert their 
de facto rights whenever possible, but, except in the pro-Chalcedonian 
milieu that produced the Narratio, the legitimacy of their actions was 
denied by the Armenians. Consequently, the exercise of imperial prero- 
gatives took on a coercive character and was viewed by the spokesmen 
for the native church as an abusive intrusion. 

The Armenian kings usually found it wise to coordinate their eccle- 
siastical policy with that of Constantinople through much of the fourth 
century, and their patriarchs first received their episcopal consecration 
at Caesarea of Cappadocia. Nevertheless, direct royal authority over 
the Armenian clergy was considerable and met with little effective 
ecclesiastical opposition. The most effective limitation of the royal 
control over the ecclesiastical hierarchy stemmed not from as yet 
unformulated canonic regulations, but from the irrevocable hereditary 
privileges that united the Armenian secular and ecclesiastical magnates 
against any encroachments on the part of the crown. 

Long obscured by the unremitting hostility to Iran of all Armenian 
sources, irrespective of confessional colouration, the dominant position 
of the king of kings emerges logically from the historical context. In 
contrast to his imperial counterpart, the Sasanian ruler undoubtedly 
benefited from the disappearance of both the Arsacid dynasty and the 
hereditary patriarchal house of St. Gregory, which left Armenia in 
jurisdictional disarray early in the fifth century, at the very time that the 
king's rights as regarded the Persian church were being set down at the 
Council of 410. On the evidence of the Armenian sources themselves, it 
appears that the same prerogatives were exercised thereafter in the 
Armenian provinces of the Persian empire. Like its colleagues in 
Ctesiphon, the Armenian hierarchy, willingly or not, acknowledged the 
reality and legitimacy of Persian royal jurisdiction. 
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